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CASE LISTINGS 


Applications for Certification 


a 
b 
Cc 


Applications for Declaration Terminating 
Bargaining Rights 


Bargaining Agents Certified 
Applications Dismissed 
Applications Withdrawn 





Declaration under Section 79 
Declaration that Strike Unlawful 
Consent to Prosecute 


Comp laintg of Unfair. Practice 
in Employment (Section 65) 


Miscellaneous 
Section 34(5) of Act 


Special Endorsements in Conciliation 
Applications 
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APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS 
BOARD DURING APRIL 1960 


Bargaining Agents Certified During April 
No Vote Conducted 


487-60-R: The National Union of Public Employees (Applicant) 
v. The Hamilton Public Library (Respondent). 


Unit: "all maintenance staff employees of the respondent at 
Hamilton, save and except maintenance supervisor, persons above 
the rank of maintenance supervisor, and persons reculan iy 
employed for not more than 24 hours per week." 

(9 employees in the unit) 





679-60-R: International Hod Carriers!, Building and Common 
Labourers' Union of America Local 527 (Applicant) v. Able 
Construction Company Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all construction labourers of the respondent employed 
at or working out of Ottawa, save and except non-working fore- 
men and persons above the rank of non-working foreman." 

(8 employees in the unit) 


701-60-R: National Union of Public Employees (Applicant) Vv. 
The Board of Education for The City of Niagara Falls 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees on the caretaking and maintenance staff 
of the respondent at its schools in Niagara Falls, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
staff and persons regularly employed for not more than 24 
hours per week," (32 employees in the unit) 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board 
declares that the bargaining unit described 
above does not include public health nurses 
and cafeteria assistants." 


733-60-R: The United Association of Journeymen and Apprentices 
of the Plumbing and Pipefitting Industry of the United States 
and Canada (Applicant) v. Schellenbach Plumbing and Heating 
Company (Respondent). 


Unit: "all journeymen plumbers, steamfitters, pipefitters, 
pipe-welders and their apprentices, employed at or working out 
of London, save and except non-working foremen and persons 
above the rank of non-working foreman." 

(6 employees in the unit) 
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742-60-R: Local 721, International Association of Bridge, 
Structural and Ornamental Iron Workers (Applicant) v. Power's 
Steel Construction (Respondent). 


Unit: "all reinforcing rodmen in the employ of the respondent 
within a radius of 25 miles of the Toronto City Hall, save and 
except non-working foremen and persons above the rank of non- 
working foreman." (9 employees in the unit) 





781-60-R: Local 280 of the Hotel & Restaurant Employees! & 
Bartenders! International Union, : 

(Applicant) v. Pilot Holdings Limited, operating the Premises 
known as Pilot Tavern, 800 Yonge St. Toronto, Ontario 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all tapmen, bartenders, beverage waiters, bay-boys and 
improvers in the employ of the respondent at Toronto, save and 
except managers, persons above the rank of manager and persons 
regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per week." 

(10 employees in the unit) 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"Having regard to the practice of the 
Board with respect to the description of bar- 
gaining units of this nature in the Toronto 
area and the provisions of section 6(2) of 
The Labour Relations Act and the evidence in 
this case, the Board finds that all tapmen, 
bartenders, beverage waiters, bar-boys and 
improvers in the employ of the respondent at 
Toronto, save and except managers, persons 
above the rank of manager and persons 
regularly employed for not more than 24 hours 
per week, constitute a unit of employees of 
the respondent appropriate for collective 
bargaining." 


825-60-R: Canadian Transportation Workers! Union No. 158, 
N.C.C.L. (Applicant) v. Capital City Cartage Limited 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at or working 
out of Ottawa, save and except foremen, persons above the rank 
of foreman and office staff." (21 employees in the unit) 


833-60-R: Hotel & Restaurant Employees & Bartenders! Inter- 
national Union, Restaurant Cafeteria & Tavern Employees Union, 
Local 254 (Applicant) v. Canadian Food Products Sales Limited 
(Respondent). 
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Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its Industrial 
Food Services Division at the Salada-Shirriff-Horsey Plant, 
Matilda Street, Toronto, save and except assistant manager, 
persons above the rank bf assistant manager and office staff." 
(2 employees in the unit) 


837-60-R: International Association of Machinists (Applicant) 
v. Titan Truck Equipment Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its plant in the 
Township of Toronto, save and except foremen, persons above the 
rank of foreman and office staff." (8 employees in the unit) 


847-60-R: International Association of Machinists (Applicant) 
v. Lanark Manufacturing Limited (Respondent). 





Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Dunnville, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, and office 
staff." (35 employees in the unit) 


849-60-R: International Union, United Automobile, Aircraft 
and Agricultural Implement Workers of America (U.A.W.) 
Ged aa v. The Luster Corporation of Canada Limited 
Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Wallaceburg, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and 
office staff." (40 employees in the unit) 


862-60-R: General Truck Drivers, Local 879 International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers 
(Applicant) v. Harry Woods Transport Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its depot at 
Burlington, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman and office staff." (6 employees in the unit) 


875-60-R: Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union 
(Applicant) v. Leather Cartage Ltd. (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at or working 
out of Hamilton, save and except office staff, chief motor 
mechanic, fleet supervisor, general manager and Royal Mail 
drivers." (57 employees in the unit) 





The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"Ror the purposes of clarity the Board 
notes the agreement of the parties that dock 
supervisors are included in the bargaining 
unte.o 
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876-60-R: National Union of Public Service Employees 
(Applicant) v. Corporation of The Town of Whitby (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the Town Hall staff of the respondent, 
Save and except department heads, persons above the rank of 
department head, registered nurses and professional engineers 
employed in a professional capacity." (8 employees in the unit ) 


878-60-R: United Steelworkers of America (Applicant) v. 
Skiltool Company Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its plant at 
Trenton, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman and office staff." (6 employees in the unit) 





884-60-R: National Union of Public Service Employees 
(Applicant) v. The Board of Education for she Cloy or Bt. 
Catharines (Respondent). 


Unit #1: "all maintenance, caretaking and 
cafeteria employees of the respondent at 
St. Catharines, save and except foremen, 
persons above the rank of foreman, and 
persons regularly employed for not more 
than 24 hours per week." 
(41 employees in the unit) 


(Unit agreed to by the parties) 


Unit #2: "all maintenance, caretaking and 
cafeteria employees of the respondent at 
St. Catharines, save and except foremen, 
persons above the rank of foreman, and 
persons regularly employed for not more 
than 24 hours per week," 
(92 employees in the unit) 


(Unit agreed to by the parties) 


885-60-R: International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 
793 (Applicant) v. Frid Construction Company Limited 
(Respondent ) 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at the City of London 
and in the Township of Westminster engaged in the operation of 
Shovels, hoists, bullidozers and similar equipment, and those 
primarily engaged in the repairing and maintaining of same, save 
except non-working foremen, and persons above the rank of non- 
working foreman." (3 employees in the unit) 
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888-60-R: Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers, 
Local Union 880, affiliated with International Brotherhood of 
Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America 
(Applicant) v. Wickshire Clothing Products (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its plant in Windsor, 
save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and 
office staff." (5 employees in the unit) 


892-60-R: Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union, 
; (Applicant) v. Steve's Canteen Service (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Niagara Falls, save 
and except route supervisor, persons above the rank of route 
supervisor and office staff." (6 employees in the unit) 


896-60-R: International Association of Machinists (Applicant) 
v. Gillis & Warren Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Port Arthur, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, parts 
manager, outSide sales representatives, office staff, persons 
regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per week and 
Students employed during the school vaction period." 

(12 employees in the unit) 


897-60-R: Ready Mix, Building Supply, Hydro and Construction 
Drivers, Warehousemen and Helpers, Local Union No. 230, of the 
International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen 
and Helpers of America (Applicant) v. Elliott Mobile Mix 

Company Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in the Township of 
Scarborough, save and except foremen, persons above the rank 
of foreman, office and sales staff." (3 employees in the unit) 


908-60-R: International Union, United Automobile, Aircraft and 
Agricultural Implement Workers of America’ (U.A.W.) (Applicant ) 
v. McNicol Ropes Limited (Respondent). 





Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its plant at Brantford, 
save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and 
office staff." (7 employees in the unit) 


911-60-R: United Steelworkers of America (Applicant) v. Supreme 
Steel & Engineering Company Limited (Respondent) v. International 
Union of Operating Engineers, Local 793 (Intervener). 
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Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at its plant 
in the town of Richmond Hill, save and except foremen, persons 
above the rank of foreman, office staff, persons employed for 
not more than 24 hours per week and persons bound by the 
collective agreements between the respondent and the Inter- 
national Association of Bridge, Structural and Ornamental 

Iron Workers, Local Union 721 respectively." 

(62 employees in the unit) 


917-O1-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Applicant) v. F.W. Fearman Company Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers employed by the respondent at 
its plant at Burlington, save and except the chief engineer." 
(4 employees in the unit) 





920-61-R: General Truck Drivers Union, Local 938, Toronto, 
Canada, affiliated with the International Brotherhood of 
Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers (Applicant) v. 
Dalewood Transport Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at or working 
out of its Sudbury terminal save and except foremen, persons 
above the rank of foreman, office and sales staff." 

(3 employees in the unit) 


921-61 -R: Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers, 
Local Union No. 880, affiliated with International Brotherhood 
of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America 
(Applicant) v. Hay Stationery Limited (Respondent). 





Unit: "all employees of the respondent at London, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office and 
sales staff." (14 employees in the unit) 


936-61-R: United Steelworkers of America (Applicant) v. New 
England Valve Corporation of Canada Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in the Township of 
Toronto, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman, and office and sales staff." (24 employees in the unit, 





947-61-R: General Truck Drivers, Local 879, International 

Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers 
ceca v. The McAnally Freight-Ways Co. Limited 
Respondent ). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at or working 
out ot its Fonthill Terminal, save and except foremen, 
dispatchers, persons above the ranks of foreman and dispatcher, 
office and sales staff." (5 employees in the unit) 
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959-61-R: Local 721, International Association of Bridge, 
Structural & Ornamental Ironworkers (Applicant) v. G@ & H 
Service of Canada Ltd. (Respondent). 


Unite. Wai reinforcing rodmen in the employ of the respondent 
within a radius of twenty-five miles of the City Hall at 
Toronto and including the Town of Newmarket, who place and tie 
all iron, steel, metal and wire mesh used in reinforced 
concrete construction, save and except non-working foremen, and 
persons above the rank of non-working foreman. " 

(111 employees in the unit) 


962-61-R: International Hod Carriers! Building & Common 
Labourers! Union of America, Local No. 1059 (Applicant) v. 
Pigott Construction Co. Ltd. (Respondent). 


Unit: "all construction labourers of the respondent employed 
at or working out of London, save and except non-working fore- 
men, and persons above the rank of non-working foreman." 

(17 employees in the unic) 





987-61-R: General Truck Drivers, Local 879, International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers 
(Applicant) v. Cathcart Freight Lines Ltd. (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Hamilton, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and office 
and sales staff." (5 employees in the unit) 


988-61-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local Union 1450 (Applicant ) v. Anglin-Norcross 
Ontario Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters! apprentices of the 
respondent employed in the City of Peterborough or the County 
of Peterborough, save and except non-working foremen and 
persons above the rank of non-working foreman." 

(2 employees in the unit) 





Certified Subsequent to Pre-hearing Vote 


645-60-R: The International Union of Operating Engineers, 
Local 806 (Applicant) v. The Ford Motor Company of Canada, 
Limited (Respondent) v. The Canadian Union of Operating 
Engineers (Intervener). (Certification granted to Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers employed by the respondent 
in its boiler room at the Glass Fabricating Operations Plant 
at Crowland Township, save and except the chief engineer and 
persons above the rank of chief engineer." 

(4 employees in the unit) 
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Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 4 
Number of ballots cast ut 
Number of ballots cast in 

favour of applicant 4 
Number of ballots cast in 

favour of intervener 3 


686-60-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Applicant) v. Walker Metal Products Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers employed in the boiler room 
and compressor room of the respondent at Windsor, save and 
except the chief engineer." (4 employees in the unit). 





Number of names on 

eligibility list 4 
Number of ballots cast 4 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 4 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of International Union 

of Operating Engineers, Local 944 O 


697-60-R: International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 
793 (Applicant) v. Barnett-McQueen Company Limited (Respondent) 
v. Lumber and Sawmill Workers! Union, Local 2693 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed in the District 
of Thunder Bay engaged in the operation of shovels, hoists, 
boiler men, bulldozers and similar equipment, and those primarily 
engaged in the repairing and maintaining of same, save and 

except non-working foremen and persons above the rank of non- 
working foreman." (9 employees in the unit) 

(Unit agreed to by the parties) 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 9 
Number of ballots cast 9 
Number of spoiled ballots AS 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant fy 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener aa 


729-60-R: Canadian Union of Operating Engineers (Applicant) v. 
Purity Dairies Limited (Respondent). 
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Unit: "all stationary engineers and persons primarily engaged 
as their helpers, shift engineers, firemen and mechanical 
maintenance employees of the respondent at its plant at Windsor, 
part of whose operations require engineers! papers, save and 
except the chief engineer." (7 employees in the unit) 


(Unit agreed to by the parties) 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 7 
Number of ballots cast f 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant ff 
Number of ballots marked in 

fabour of International Union 

of Operating Engineers, 

Local 944 O 


730-60-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers (Applicant) 
v. Canadian General Electric Company Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers employed in the boiler house of 
the respondent at its Guelph Works, save and except chief engineers 
ee eh above the rank of chief engineer." (8 employees in the 
uni 
Number of names on revised 
eligibidity: list 8 
Number of ballots cast 8 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour of applicant 8 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour of National Union of 
Operating Engineers of Canada, 
Local 851 of the U.C.W. affiliated 
to the United Mine Workers of America O 





780-60-R: International Association of Bridge, Structural and 
Ornamental Iron Workers (Applicant) v. Octagon Steel Services 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all reinforcing rodmen of the respondent at Oshawa, save 
and except non-working foremen and persons above the rank of 
non-working foreman." (6 employees in the unit) 


(Unit agreed to by the parties) 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 3 
Number of ballots cast 2 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 2 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant O 
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Certified Subsequent to Post-hearing Vote 


406-60-R: International Hod Carriers Building and Common 
Laborers! Union of America, Local 607 (Applicant) v. S. D. Boz 
and Company, Masonry Contractor (Respondent ) v. Lumber and 
Sawmill Workers' Union, Local 2693 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all construction labourers in the employ of the 
respondent in the geographical district of Thunder Bay, save and 
except non-working foremen and persons above the rank of non- 
working foreman." (4 employees in the unit) 


Number of names on eligibility list 4 
Number of ballots cast Ly 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant nN 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener O 


582-60-R: The International Union of Operating Engineers 
(Applicant) v. Canadian Canners Limited, Plant 22 Trdevondene) 
v. Local 703 of the United Packinghouse Workers of America 
(Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers in the employ of the respondent 
in the boiler room in its plant #22 at St. Davids." 
(4 employees in the unit) 





Number of names on revised 

eligioliitvy list 4, 
Number of ballots cast 3 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 3 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener O 


Applications for Certification Dismissed no Vote Conducted 


368-60-R: The Toronto-Peterborough Transport Employees 
Association (Applicant ) v. The Toronto-Peterborough Transport 
Company Limited (Respondent) v. General Truck Drivers! Union 
Local 938, affiliated with the International Brotherhood of 
Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America 
(Intervener). (119 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 
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"Although the applicant has requested 
leave of the Board to withdraw its application 
herein, the Board following its usual practice 
in such cases, dismisses the application. The 
attention of the parties is directed to the 
Hydro Electric Commission of Hamilton Case, 


(1958) C.C.H. Canadian Labour Law Reporter, 


Transfer Binder, 1955-59 916120, C.L.S. 76-617. 


The application for certification of 
the intervener is withdrawn on the request of 
the intervener by leave of .the Board." 


Huu-60-R: Lumber and Sawmill Workers! Union, Local 2693, of 
the United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of America 
(Applicant) v. Gordon Busch (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its woods operation 
in the Rae Lake area described in License to cut Crown timber 
#D 641 and in the Seine River area described in License to cut 
Crown timber #D 1484, and in the Quetico Park area described in 
Licenses to cut Crown timber #D 1509 and D 1848, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office and 
sales staff, retail store employees, scalers and tallymen." 

(33 employees in the unit) 





557-60-R: Canadian Union of Operating Engineers (Applicant) 
v. Borden Company Limited (Respondent ) v. international Union of 
Operating Engineers, Local 944 (Intervener). (4 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Having regard to all the evidence before 
it, the Board finds that there is no subsisting 
collective agreement between the responcent and 
the intervener within the meaning of The Labour 
Relations Act. 


The attention of the parties as directed 
to the Board's decision on the Canada Machinery 
Case dated, April 11th, JOol, Pa 


Conciliation services having been granted 
to the respondent and the intervener on May 9th, 
1960, this application is untimely pursuant to the 
provisions of section 46(2) (b) of The Labour 
Relations Act. 


This application is therefore dismissed." 
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635-60-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers (Applicant) 
v. The Hydro Electric Power Commission of Ontario (Respondent ) 
v. Ontario Hydro Employees Union, N.U.P.S.E.-C.L.C. 
(Intervener). (33 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"A collective agreement between the 
respondent commission and the intervening union 
was Signed on June 4, 1959, to have effect from 
April 1, 1958 and to remain in effect until March 
31, 1960. On July 14, 1960 the request of the 
intervener in the present proceedings (the appli- 
cant in the conciliation proceedings) that con- 
clliation services be made available to the res- 
pondent and to the intervener was granted by the 
Board and the matter was referred to the Minister. 
A conciliation officer was appointed in due course 
and on September 2, 1960, a memorandum was signed 
by a representative of the respondent commission 
and of the intervening union respectively in the 
presence of the conciliation officer. On the 
evidence presented at the hearing, the board finds 
that this memorandum does not constitute a col- 
lective agreement and that no collective agreement 
has been entered into between the respondent com- 
mission and the intervener since the date on which 
the intervener's request for conciliation services 
was granted by this Board. Reference may be had 
in this connection to the decision of the Board in 
the Canada Machinery Company Case, dated April ll, 
A901% 


No conciliation board has been appointed 
and the Minister has not informed the parties that 
he does not deem it advisable to appoint a concili- 
ation board. Consequently, the conditions relating 
to timeliness of certification applications set out 
in subsection 1 of section 46 of The Labour Relations 
Act have not been met at this time." 


680-60-R: International Hod Carriers', Building and Common 
Labourers', Union of America Local 527 (Applicant) v. Unicrete 
Construction Limited (Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 
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"Having regard to the evidence adduced 
at the hearing, and to the representations of 
the respondent as contained in its letter dated 
March 17, 1961 and to the representations of the 
applicant as contained in its letter of March 20, 
1961, the Board finds that there were no em- 
ployees of the respondent as of the date of the 
making of this application. The application is 
accordingly dismissed." 


713-60-R: The National Union of Public Employees, (Applicant) 
v. The Water Commissioners for the Town of Brantford 
(Respondent) v. Local Union 636, International Brotherhood of 
Electrical Workers (Intervener). (3 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Although the applicant has requested 
leave to withdraw its application herein, the 
Bosra, Wollowine 26s; Usual practice in suen 
cases, dismissed the application. 


Tievactcention of the parties 1s drawn 
to the Mathias Ouellette Case CCH 16026; C.L.S,. 
76-485." 


728-60-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers (Applicant) 
Vv. Canada Foundries and Forgings Limited (Welland) (Respondent) 
v. The International Union, United Automobile, Aircraft and 
Agricultural Implement Workers of America, affiliated with the 
A..F. & L. and C.1.0., Local 275-UAW-AFL-CIO (Intervener). 

(11 employees). 


777-60-R: District 50, United Mine Workers of America 


Applicant) v. McKague Chemical Co. Ltd. (Respondent). 
te employees) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The applicant having requested leave 
to withdraw its application herein, the Board 
roliowing Lts usual practice in) such cascs 
dismisses the application. 


The attention of the parties is drawn 
to the Mathias Ouellette Case (1955) C.C.H. 
Canadian Labour Law Reporter, Transfer Binder 
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961-61-R: Building Service Employees! International Union 
#210 (Applicant) v. The Hospital Board of Trustees, Charlotte 
Eleanor Englehart Hospital (Petrolia) (Respondent ) 

(36 employees) 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"The Board finds that the respondent 
is a municipality as defined in The Department 
of Municipal Affairs Act, and that it has de- 
clared pursuant to the provisions of section 
89 of The Labour Relations Act that The Labour 
Relavions Actrshall not apply to it in ite 
relations with its employees or any of them. 
In view of the action of the respondent in 
making such a declaration, the Board has no 
Jurisdiction to process this application 
further and the application is accordingly 
terminated." 


Certification Dismissed subsequent to Pre-hearing Vote 


614-60-R: International Hod Carriers! Building and Common 
Labourers' Union, Local # 607 (Applicant) v. Len Cole Masonry 
Contractor econ v. Lumber and Sawmill Workers! Union, 
Local 2693 (Intervener). 


VOTING CONSTITUENCY: "all construction labourers of 
the respondent employed in the district of 
Thunder Bay, save and except non-working 
foremen and persons above the rank of non- 
working foreman." (3 employees). 


Number on revised voters! list 5 
Number of ballots cast 3 
Number of ballots cast in 

favour of applicant 1 
Number of ballots cast in 

favour of intervener Cc 


806-60-R: United Rubber, Cork, Linoleum and Plastic Workers 
of America (Applicant) v. Gates Rubber of Canada Limited 
(Respondent). 


VOTING CONSTITUENCY: "all employees of the respondent 
at its plant at Brantford save and except foremen, 
persons above the rank of foreman, chief engineer, 
students hired for the school vacation period, 
office and sales staff." (88 employees in the 
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Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 76 
Numbex. of ballots cast 76 
Number of baliots marked in 

favour of applicant s"5 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 41 


Certification Dismissed subsequent to Post-hearing Vote 


605-50-R: United Steelworkers of America (Applicant) v. Rio 
Algom Mines Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its mining 
operation in the Townships of Long and Spragge, save and except 
shift bosses, foremen, assistant chief chemists, persons above 
the rank of shift boss, foreman and assistant chief chemist, 
students hired for the school vacation period, office staff 
and security guards." (104 employees in the unit) 


Number of names on revised 

Eligibility list 95 
Number of ballots cast 93 
Number of ballots segregated 

(not counted) 2 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 43 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 18 


636-60-R: International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
eeshonsemen and Helpers, Local 419, Warehousemen and Mis- 
cellaneous Drivers (Applicant) v. Reliable Linen Service 
Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all delivery and pick-up drivers employed by the 
respondent at Toronto, save and except foremen, dispatchers 
and persons above the ranks of foreman and dispatcher, office 
staff and inside laundry workers. (19 employees in the unit) 





The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The Board finds that the cabinet 
installation employee is included in the 
bargaining unit. 


The Board notes the agreement of 
the parties that route supervisors are 
employees of the respondent included in 
the bargaining unit. 
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Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 19 
Number of ballots cast Le 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant is) 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant Le 


677-60-R: Canadian Textile Council (Applicant) v. Harding 
Carpets Limited (Respondent) vTextile Workers! Union of America 
(Intervener). ? 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed as weavers, 
assistant fixers, creel boys and floor hands in the Wilton 
and Tapestry Weaving Departments at Brantford." 

(66 employees in the unit). 





Number of names on revised 

elicipility, Jist 67 
Number of ballots cast 66 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 18 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener 48 


18,988-59: International Association of Machinists (Applicant) 
Vv. Geo. W. Crothers Ltd. (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Metropolitan 
Toronto, save and except foremen, those above the rank of 
foreman, office and sales staff." (156 employees in the unit) 





On July 5, 1950, the Board endorsed the Record in part as 
follows: 


"For purposes of clarity the Board 
declares that the parts department personnel 
including counter men, but excluding kardex 
clerks, telephone order clerks, parts repre- 
sentatives, and general office staff are in- 
cluded in the bargaining unit. 


The Board finds that on the basis of 
the list filed by the respondent and the 
application cards and receipts filed by the 
applicant, that the applicant is only in a 
VOLS position, havine @8.a percenvage.4as 
members in the bargaining unit less than 55 
per cent but more than 50 per cent. 
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In the light of the above findings, 
the parties are directed to advise the Board 
as to their intentions with respect to any 
other outstanding issues so that if it 
should become necessary the Board may list 
the case for continuation of hearing." 


On February 13, 1961, the Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Following the issuance of the Board's 
order of July 5, 1960 in this matter, the appli- 
cant trade union notified the Board that it 
would ask the Board to apply section 7, sub- 
section 5 of The Labour Relations Act. Follow- 
ing a hearing on August 18, 1960, written re- 
presentations were made to the Board by the 
parties on the question of section 7, sub- 
Section 5 of The Labour Relations Act. 


After carefully considering the evidence 
and the representations of the parties, we are 
not savisfied that this i8 a case where the true 
wishes of the employees are not likely to be dis- 
closed by a representation vote." 


Board Member D.B. Archer dissented and said: 


"I dissent. Since more than fifty per 
cent of the employees in the bargaining unit 
are members of the applicant, and since in my 
opinion the true wishes of the employees in 
the bargaining unit are not likely to be dis- 
closed by a representation vote, I would there- 
fore have certified the applicant without taking 
such a representation vote." 


Number of names on eligibility list 145 
Number of ballots cast 145 
Number of balllts marked in 

favour of applicant 38 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant Avi, 


20,488-60;: Hotel Motel & Restaurant Employees Union Local No. 
899, (Applicant) v. Central Hotel Cornwall Ltd. (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in the Central Hotel 
at Cornwall, save and except manager, office staff and persons 
regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per week." 

(5 employees in the unit) 










a A eens 7 ng, 3 shone AEWoL LC 
ae (ey mates etd onodtem, OAD At ORC! os 
st gad peo erly’ pertiion, * bas 
aretha %) nokdaoe CCHS. ae baeodl 
Fai a | bids becca a faerie a. 





or . 
miva 


aie) 4 inet Pvt he | : 

Shad on Saker * as 

ay if wa, wiht poe 
 gonabiva ond ani righ kero’ Sl attah uae RNS Pee 


eka ow Sutoteq ats ke: ie ohactnumerian wal Beis. an 
und ols anteitw oado. 8 eh Hind Jens bo liateee Past, MOEN ere inane 
sath od OF) ne ontf yknen ete BaeawOd ine wiht TO! pottaty |). | ‘ 
ON. no EY Saber ar414 as aKa) hanelp a tie ‘ 


‘aw a Dera Rte ssiarba th seth th Vi q ‘cocina pete, a . 


es: eBid ovroiN rwunebe Te swith yea ra eae 
we deci an ata Sram 0 3 pene, me be tae an ie 
“it, AL) SOLER DAR iy: tally wh mae eC OL ieee ee et 
“OE Mew woihemns: Oils Ae Bauledw ves ney HERERO) 

aw Eh, oa OV CORES. dont, tia fiche | aroha aes | © ye NAc nf uF re 
wht DLO t Odny rots Poa eh pity i gas ns eb iip | ita iW iar 
bntweg dots iw jad bs pola ack PRE ule Ce MmerR 08 Mk ¢° Sa mre een) ho} 
rh H | Vato ‘eto dette av i Gave! ida i an 
ila eT NAN 

tO Sa OE ai to wore to ndomot rai yan 
1S] | ? Shu Kari Len tS Modo Tate ae 

eA nny A apse % i had '6, nadwun ; SPE we i 

Bi Bout ee ch “ove 7 hae eG, 


fe ay he ei E eeaerdh Ripley 
Ny VOr fi bugs ad JoMOqd ie NG 


Oh [nool 16 tall busied trate, an iW adn, tatop 


| 

ha 

i Ceaebneg Eun) |, sHSt* LLawerion Tes gu, see fi Ot, Capea 
{ 











el i meth 

Wh a , dato Le: t3990 Gigs ind stevnbe ae fe 0 y 

Riis Rao DG bis Lele aakTho ake oes DUE y 

Peale Y Meow fue beliait cee A al BOE 1 Loot gme YL'as: 22 MB oh 
wae fi om j ae | ; oer ‘i nis hi dedatdvaal acto eeh | tds 7, . d 7 Hee 

Bi 3) ee RN 


| SSA ea ny nN 


eh 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 5 
Number of ballots cast % 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant O 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 5 


20,649-603; National Union Of Public Employees (Applicant) v. 
Halton Centennial Manor (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent, save and except 
professional medical staff, graduate nurses, undergraduate 
nurses, graduate pharmacists, dietitians, student dietitians, 
technical staff, chief engineer, chief chef, office staff and 
persons regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per week." 
(40 employees in the unit) 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list Lo 
Number of ballots cast 140 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of Applicant 16 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to Applicant au 


APPLICATIONS FOR CERTIFICATION WITHDRAWN DURING APRIL 1961 


715-60-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local 249 (Applicant) v. Konvey Construction Company 
Limited (Joyceville Penitentiary, Pittsburgh Township) 
(Respondent). (6 employees) 


910-60-R: The Canadian Iron Workers! Union (Applicant) v. 
Turford Construction Company (Toronto) (Respondent) v. The 
Building and Construction Trades Council of Toronto and 
Vicinity (Intervener) (7 employees) 


995-61-R: United Electrical, Radio and Machine Workers of 
America (UE) (Applicant) v. Ferranti-Packard Electric Limited 
St. Catharines Division (Respondent). (260 employees). 


13865-57: Automobile Salesmen's Local Union No. 930, of the 
International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen 
and Helpers of America (Applicant) v. Church Motors Limited 
(Metropolitan Toronto) een y (17 employees). 





20707-60: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America (Applicant) v. Dravo of Canada Limited (Toronto) 
(Respondent). (6 employees). 
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APPLICATIONS FOR DECLARATION TERMINATING BARGAINING RIGHTS 
DISPOSED OF DURING APRIL 1961 


717 60-R: MacLachlan Lumber & Woodworking Company Limited 
(Kingston) (Applicant) v. United Construction Workers, 
Division of District 50 United Mine Workers of America, 

on behalf of Local No. 43 (Respondent). (Granted). 

(17 employees). 


(Re: MacLachlan Lumber & Woodworking Company Limited, 
Kingston, Ontario) 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list Ky 
Number of ballots cast 17 
Number of ballots markéd in 

favour of respondent e 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to respondent 15 


916-61-R: Employees of Lynco Heating Ltd. (Applicant) v. 
Sheet Metal Workers International Association Local Union 
537 (Respondent) v. Lynco Heating Limited (Intervener). 
(Dismissed). (9 employees). 


(Re: Lynco Heating Limited, 
Hamilton, Ontario) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The respondent having been certified 
as bargaining agent for all sheet metal workers, 
sheet metal apprentices and helpers in the 
employ of Lynco Heating Limited at Hamiltcn, 
save and except non working foremen, persons 
above the rank of non working foreman on the 
19th day of October, 1960, and conciliation 
services having been granted to the respondent 
on the 22nd day of December, 1960, and the 
applicant having made application for a 
declaration terminating the bargaining rights 
of the respondent on the 4th day of April 
1961, this application is untimely pursuant to 
section 46 (2) of The Labour Relations Act and 
is accordingly dismissed." 


951-61-R: Provincial Engineering Ltd. (Plant #2, 
Niagara Falls) (Applicant) v. International Union of 
Operating Engineers, Local Union #866 (Respondent). 
(Dismissed). 
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(Re: Provincial Engineering Ltd., 
Niagara Falls, Ontario) 


992-61-R: Brotherhood of Painters, Decorators and Paper- 
hangers of America, Sarnia, Ont. Local 1590, A.F.L.- 
C.1I.0. (Applicant) v. Mr. Robert Cooper (Respondent). 
ean 


(Re: Mr. Robert Cooper, 
London Area) 


APPLICATION FOR A DECLARATION UNDER SECTION 79 DISPOSED 
OF DURING APRIL 19601 


130-60-M: Vera Elkington (Applicant) v. The Wallace- 
Barnes Company Limited (Hamilton) (Respondent). (Dis- 
missed). 


493-60-M: Local 173, International Union of United 
brewery, Mlour, Cereal, sort Drink. and Distillery 
Workers of America (Applicant) v. Dare Foods Limited 
(Kitchener) (Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For reasons given in writing this 
application is dismissed." 


Board Member, G.R. Harvey dissented and said: 


"For reasons given in writing, I dissent." 


APPLICATIONS FOR DECLARATION THAT STRIKE UNLAWFUL DISPOSED 
OF DURING APRIL 1961 


827-60-U: The Hydro Electric Power Commission of Ontario 
(Lakeview Project) (Applicant) v. E. Arsenault et al (Resp- 
ondents). (Granted). 





The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The applicant was notified that the addresses 
which it had supplied to the Board for the named respond- 
ents, T. Murphy, L.E. Todd and G. Zilkie were incorrect. 
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The applicant did not furnish the Board with new 
addresses and as a result the Board was not able to 
serve these three persons with notice of the applic- 
ation and of the other proceedings. The application is 
therefore dismissed in so far as it relates to T. Murphy, 
L.E. Todd and G. Zilkie. 


L. Boily and D. Rankine, two other named 
respondents were discharged by the applicant on the 
morning of March 10th, 1961 prior to the commencement 
of the work stoppage which is the subject of the 
complaint in these proceedings. The application is 
therefore dismissed’ in so far as it relates to’ Li Bolly 
and D. Rankine. 


The Board is satisfied that a substantial 
number of employees of the applicant employed as iron- 
workers at the Lakeview Generating Station ceased work 
or refused to work, or to continue to work, in combination 
or in concert or in accordance with a common understanding 
Oni March MiOcn 15th 24th 15th, Toth and 17th) 196k, “and 
that by so doing they engaged in a strike within the 
meaning of section 1(1)(i) of The Labour Relations Act. 
Having regard to the fact that during the period in 
question there was in existance a collective agreement 
covering the said employees, the Board finds that the 
strike was contrary to section 54(1) of The Labour 
Relations Act and was therefore unlawful. 


The Board is also satisfied that on September 
16th, 1960, January 17th, 1961 and February 2nd, 1961, 
employees of the applicant employed as ironworkers at 
the Lakeview Generating Station engaged in unlawful 
strikes and that a considerable number of employees 
who participated in the March strike also participated 
in one or more of the earlier strikes. It is clear 
that all the stoppages arose out of, or as a result of, 
alleged grievances which should have been processed as 
such, under the terms of the grievance procedure set 
out in the collective agreement binding upon the 
employees. 


The Board is satisfied therefore, having 
regard to the above findings and to all the other 
circumstances in this case that the principles 
enunciated by the Board in the Ball. Brothers Ltd. 

Case (1957) C C HC.L.L.R., Transfer Binder 1955-59, 
16,091, C.L.S. 76-576, The Western Tire & Auto Supply 
Limited Case, (1959) C CH C.L.LLR., Transfer Binder 
(1955-59, 16,134, C.L.S. 76-638, and The Falconbridge 
Hicke! Mines Ltd, Case (1960) C GH C.L.L.R,, Vol.., 
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Soe 


16,180 C.L.S. 76-704, are applicable to the present 
case and that a declaration should issue despite the 
fact that when this matter came on for hearing the 
stoppage in question had ended. 


The Board therefore declares that employees 
of the applicant employed as ironworkers at the Lakeview 
Generating Station who ceased work, or refused to work 
or continue to work in combination or in concert, or in 
accordance with a common understanding on March 10th, 
Toth Aah Sth, ooth. and yon, 2961, engaged in a 
strike within the meaning of section 1(1)(i ) of The 
Labour Relations Act and that such strike was contrary to 
section 54(1) of The Labour Relations Act and was there- 
fore unlawful. 


APPLICATIONS FOR CONSENT TO PROSECUTE DISPOSED OF DURING 
APRIL 19601 


664-60-U: Local Union 790, Toronto (Willowdale) National 
Union of Public Employees (Applicant) Vv. St. dons 
ree aaa Hospital (Willowdale) (Respondent). (With- 
drawn). 


828-60-U: The Hydro-Electric Power Commission of 
Ontario (Applicant) v. Mr. B. Arsenault et al (Lakeview 
Project) (Respondents). (Withdrawn). 


829-60-U: The Hydro-Electric Power Commission of 
Ontario (Applicant) v. The Allied Construction Council 
and International Association of Bridge, Structural 
and Ornamental Ironworkers (Lakeview Project) (Resp- 
ondent). (Withdrawn). 


830-60 U: The Hydro-Electric Power Commission of 
Ontario (Applicant) v. D. Rankine (Lakeview Project) 
(Respondent). (withdrawn). 


831-60-U: The ae -Electric Power Commission of 
Ontario Ontario (Applicant) v. J.W. Burke (Lakeview Project) 
beewnondune lk (Withdrawn). 


879-60-U: Textile Workers Union of America, CLC (Appli- 
cant) Vv. Midland Industries Limited (Midland Footwear 
Division) (Respondent). EARLY 
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967-61-U: United Steelworkers of America SURE cebaae 
v. Wright Assemblies Limited (Strathroy) (Respondent). 
(Dismissed). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"On the evidence before it, the 
Board is unable to find any substance to the 
allegations of the applicant union that Homer 
Bosselle and Russell Keck were discharged 
from the employ of the respondent contrary 
to the provisions of The Labour Relations Act." 


APPLICATIONS UNDER SECTION 65 (UNFAIR LABOUR PRACTICE) 
Ty und oe OePO Or DURING APR IG LOOK a anhan 


343-60-U: Printing Specialties & Paper Products Union 
No. a (Complainant) v. H. Harding & Sons Ltd. (Resp- 
ondent). 


158-60-U: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Complainant) v. C.T. Holdings Limited (Toronto) (Resp- 
ondent). 


568-60-U: Mrs. Barbara Jarvis (Complainant) v. Asso- 
clated Medical Services Incorporated (Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the reasons to be given in 
writing, we are satisfied that Barbara Ann 
Jarvis was discharged by the respondent on 
February 2, 1961, contrary to The Labour 
Relations Act. We determine (1) that 
Barbara Ann Jarvis shall be reinstated 
forthwith in employment with the respondent, 
(2) that the parties meet forthwith with a 
view to agreeing on the amount of compens- 
ation to be paid by the respondent to Barbara 
Ann Jarvis, and (3) in default of agreement 
between the parties on the amount referred to 
in (2) within 14 days after the release of this 
determination or within such longer period as 
they mutually agree upon, the issue as to the 
amount to be paid to Barbara Ann Jarvis will 
be determined by the Board upon the request of 
either party." 
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615-60-U: The Sudbury and District General Workers Union, 
Local 902 of the International Union of Mine Mill and Smelter 
Workers (Complainant) v. Edwards Sudbury Limited (Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


ne Or reasons) TO.be given Ani writing, Li find that 
Robert Harrower, whose employment with the respondent company 
was terminated on February 13th, 1961, was not discharged nor 
otherwise dealt with contrary to The Labour Relations Act. 

The Complaint of the applicant with regard to Robert Harrower, 
is, therefore, dismissed, 


VAP For reasons to be given in writing, I am satisfied 
that Lawrence Bouillon and Richard de Carufel, whose employ- 
ment with the respondent was terminated on February 13th, 
1961, and George Sunstrum, whose employment with the respond- 
ent was terminated on February 14th, 1961, were all discharged 
by the respondent contrary to The Labour Relations Act, 


ne I, therefore, make the following determination with 
respect to each of these persons:- 


(1) (a) The respondent shall forthwith reinstate 
Lawrence Bouillon in his employment in 
the same position in which he was employed 
by the respondent at the time of his 
discharge and shall forthwith pay to him 
the sum of $ 500.00 as compensation for 
his loss of earnings between the date of 
his discharge and the date of the hearing 
om this compiaint. 


(b) The respondent and the applicant shall 
meet forthwith with a view to agreeing 
on the amount of the loss of earnings, and 
other employment benefits, if any, sus- 
tained by Lawrence Bouillon, between the 
date of the hearing of the complaint, and 
the date of his actual reinstatement. In 
default of an agreement between the parties 
within fourteen days after the release of 
this determination or within such longer 
period as they may mutually agree upon, 
the amount of such further compensation 
payable, if any, will be determined by 
the Board upon the request of either party. 


(2) No order is made for the reinstatement of 
George Sunstrum as during the week of April 
3rd, 1961, this person obtained permanent 
employment with another employer and did not 
wish to return to the employ of the respondent. 
The respondent shall forthwith pay to George 
Sunstrum, the sum of $425.00 as compensation 
for his joss of earnings up to the date when 
he obtained other employment. 
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3) By he 


(3) No order is made for the reinstate- 
ment or compensation of Richard de 
Carufel as the respondent intended to 
discharge him for proper reasons in 
any event,at the end of: April,” 1061 
and he was paid up to that date," 


Board Member E. Boyer said: 


"For reasons to be given in writing,while 
I concur in the determination of the Chairman 
with respect to Lawrence Bouillon and George 
Sunstrum but I would have found that Robert 
Harrower and Richard de Carufel were discharged 
contrary to the Act and I would have ordered 
reinstatement and compensation for both of 
them." 


Board Member R.W. Teagle said: 


"For reasons to be given in writing, 
I concur in the determination of the Chairman 
with respect to Richard de Carufel and Robert 
Harrower, I would have found that Lawrence 
Bouillon and George Sunstrum were not discharged 
or otherwise dealt with contrary to the Act." 


673-60-U: Operative Plasterers and Cement Masons Inter- 
national Association of the United States and Canada, 
Local 117-C (Complainant) v. Ontario Stress-Crete 
Company Limited (Burlington) (Respondent). 


769-60-U: International Leather Goods, Plastic ard 
Novelty Workers' Union Local No. 8 (Complainant ) VG 
Rainee Manufacturing Products Limited (Toronto) (Resp- 
ondent), 


776-60-U: Robert W. Leblanc (Complainant) v. The 
Riverside-Tecumseh Joint Waterworks Board (Riverside) 
(Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"On considering the statements made 
to the Field Officer,; Mr. H.K. McKay in the 
course of his enquiry into the complaint in 
this matter, we are of the opinion that the 
evidence in this case does not disclose a 
Violation of The Labour Relations Act and 
this complaint is accordingly dismissed." 
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788-60-U: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Complainant) v. The International Union, United 
Automobile, Aircraft and Agricultural Implement 
Workers of America Local 275 - U.A.W.-A.F.L.-C.1.0. 
(Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Having regard to the representations 
of the complainant that the complainant is 
abandoning its complaint, this proceeding is 
hereby terminated." 


855-60-U: International Leather Goods, Plastics and 
Novelty Workers' Union Local No. & (Complainant) v. 
Rainee Manufacturing Products Limited (Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Settlement of the complaint having 
been effected by the Field Officer, this 
proceeding is aecordingly terminated." 


994-61-U: Syndicate des Services Hospitaliers du 
District d'Ottawa (Complainant) v. Foyer St-Charles 
(Respondent). 


APPLICATIONS UNDER SECTION 34(5) DISPOSED OF DURING 
APRIL 1960] 


525-60-M: Janzen Plumbing & Heating Limited (Applicant) 
v. The United Association of Journeymen & Apprentices 

of The Plumbing & Pipefitting Industry of the United 
States & Canada, Niagara District Council No. 40, 
composed of Local Union Nos. 2, 595 and 784 (Resp- 
ondent). (Granted). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the reasons given in writing 
the Board finds that Janzen Plumbing & 
Heating Limited is bound by the collective 
agreement between the Lincoln & Welland 
Labour Bureau and the United Association of 
Journeymen & Apprentices of The Plumbing & 
Pipefitting Industry of The United States & 
Canada Niagara District-Council No. 40, com- 
posed of Local Union Nos. 244, 595, and 784, 
eas duly 21th, 1960 until April 30th, 
196e., 


mA ae : 


AY 
J 


al 189. i aha” i nip ne 
POM LA ee tN ey a Ls = \ 
at hia hit un AN pr ete oh ead a 
| tne i , a ts 
a a ; ae ie aN ons rt i) re 
shh ounce bayer | rin “a hak 
sel mented eynnens mt 3 pads Oi, ™. 
a ane avec rei Saige eo iL 


baa Neriauia peas ‘edad sus aos | 
aay. Coroted aod 18 et Laoied, ne. | | ah 
cbc iinanibal ed acai beraauihn antowan ‘oars : 























arnevad Shales ie er is ever 
pba ae: hh oe ee bedoel te i890 
by ie tanitinn od gkantbroobe ak yi boosory 


ee ey iy 

exh awoktedhaws ei negkvaae wet acting LiryE, 1U- re arn 

) ealannds+ peer ay /Gtnmnstel qe) wwe IO" D5 OLtss i Mite 
| iv (aneetien yay ty : 






DUDS AO. amos “ “4 sag ad SOT RADLILIA i 


(vii: Sb kegga). be aatathet wat Lev ebat Ps et heel | owen 1M Od» 
ay Lieowonas th) eect a) ee, O36 LOO MA reatihe hes © AUB 
HeJiay- add Yo eto BE Loge a" gyri Lon 4 sat: To oe 

KO COU Ehgtitro tober” s¢naskA) alone) 2 potest = 
gas) BOY, isi Re (hee RO OG: inval So benoqamo” | 


tbe met) (iosbao 
naelion a8 wionen adit snetioan ng banca ont | 








rake ter tt ‘mevitn areal ee meld Pr ie Pe Ts an 
A yotmull nese sorts nbath byaed ond | | 
QV ee oa ott Vel Deno or hevitte . patiogt | = 
| bine lt oi B aloo! ant civomted, Jagmariss > ne 
; Lo moldecogend bowiny edd bad, uebaes aod! “7. 
ae a mar oot Qo esoltiodga ws) an A c 
ay. A grass Hatiath oft 30: yuseubed jpalas beegss 7) re 
en wane CO it towed tote’. i po HLM) SHONSO | ae 
ve | iP OY, Die AUS PHS ROM eo Bes bSGOm Ly 
cae, ta Oe Lah hsow « Se Ms | 
a... 17 y if eral ay | ee ule ni 
Me t . ny ey ee 
us tas a v m : ‘i ae ae ee 


Ai eee 


SPECIAL ENDORSEMENTS IN CONCILIATION APPLICATIONS 


357-60-C: The United Steelworkers of America (Applicant) 
v. Canada Machinery Corporation Limited (Galt) (Resp- 
ondent). 





The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For reasons given in writing this 
application is dismissed." 


764-60-C: The Pattern Makers Association of Hamilton 


Applicant) v. Dot Model & Pattern Works Ltd. (Hamilton) 
Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Although notice in writing of desire 
to bargain was not given by either party in 
accordance with the provisions of section 40 
of The Labour Relations Act, nevertheless the 
parties have met and bargained. 


Having regard to the provisions of 
section 13(3) of The Labour Relations Act, the 
applicant's request that conciliation services 
be made available to the parties is granted 
with respect to the journeymen pattern makers 
and pattern makers! apprentices of the 
respondent." 


765-60-C: The Pattern Makers Association of Hamilton 
and Vicinity (Applicant) v. Dominion Pattern Works 
(Hamilton) (Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Although notice in writing of 
desire to bargain was not given by either 
party in accordance with the provisions of 
section 40 of The Labour Relations Act, 
nevertheless the parties have met and 
bargained. 


Having regard to the provisions of 
section 13(3) of The Labour Relations Act the 
applicant's request that conciliation services 
be made available to the parties is granted 
with respect to the pattern makers' apprentices 
of the respondent." 
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ghe-60-C: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners 
of America, Local Union 1669 (Applicant) v. Stead and 
Lindstrom Limited (District of Thunder Bay) (Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Where an application for conciliation 
services is made under section 13 of The 
Labour Relations Act, conciliation services 
may only be granted where the bargaining in 
respect of which the services are requested 
looks . to the completion of a first agree- 
ment following upon certification of a trade 
union, to the renewal, with or without 
modification of a collective agreement, or 
to the making of a new agreement. See the 
Fern Shoe Company Case (1951) C.L.S. 76-311: 
C.C.H. Canadian Labour Lew Reports, 1949-54 
Transfer Binder, 17,020. 


On the basis of the evidencee 
before the Board, the parties in this case 
appear to be bound by a collective agreement, 
between the applicant and The Lakehead 
Builders! Exchange which became effective on 
the lst day of April, 1959, and remains in 
effect until the 31st day of March 1962. The 
parties, therefore, are not bargaining for 
the renewal of a collective agreement or for 
the making of a new agreement. In the cir- 
cumstances, conciliation services are not 
available to the parties, 


986-61-C: International Woodworkers of America (Appli- 
Cant) Vv. Roti-Wood and Metal Products Company Limited 
(Fergus) (Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"On March 13, 1961, the applicant 
made an application for conciliation services 
with respect to the employees of the respondent 
in the bargaining unit defined in the Board's 
certificate dated December 30, 1960. (File 
No. 791-60-C),. As the parties had not met 
and bargained prior to the date of application, 
the Board, on March 21, 1961, directed them 
to meet, bargain in good faith, make every 
reasonable effort to conclude a collective 
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Dhan 
agreement and report their progress in this 
regard to the Board. From the reports filed 
with the Board, it appears that the parties 
had meetings on April lst and 8th, 1961 


On April 11, 1961, the applicant made 
the instant application for conciliation services 
with respect to the employees affected by the 
first-mentioned application which was still 
pending before the Board. 


On April 25, 1961, the Board con- 
sidered the submissions of the parties with 
respect to the application made on March 13, 
1961, and granted conciliation services to 
them. In these circumstances it is unnec- 
essary to process the instant application 
further and it is accordingly terminated." 


TRUSTEESHIP REPORTS FILED 


T14-61 UNITED STEELWORKERS OF AMERICA Local O35 
at London, taken into Trusteeship on March 
3rd, 1961, under supervision of Pat Daley on 
recommendation of Lawrence F. Sefton, Director 
District 6, United Steelworkers of America, 
Report filed by William Mahoney, National 
Director for Canada. 


T3-60 UNITED STEELWORKERS OF CANADA Local 4433 
Report filed by D.M, Storey, Legislative 
Representative, dated March 14, 1961, 
stated that Local 4/33 is no longer under 
trusteeship. 


For particulars of report of Trusteeship see 
Monthly Report, Ontario Labour Relations Board, 
December 1960, page 345. 
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PART TWO 


STATISTICAL TABLES 





STATISTICAL TABLES 


Notes on Statistical Tables 


aNe Applications and Complaints to the 
Ontario Labour Relations Board 

es Hearings of the Labour Relations Board 

is Applications and Complaints Disposed of 


by Ontario Labour Relations Board 


ue Applications and Complaints Disposed of 
by Board by Major Types 


5. Representation Votes in Certification 
Applications Disposed of by the Board 


6. Representation Votes in Termination 
Applications Disposed of by the Board 
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NOTES ON STATISTICAL TABLES 


The tables in the Monthly Report indicate 
the work-load of the Labour Relations Board and give a 
current accound of the results of its operations. 


Applications filed are the main indications 
of the Board's work-load, while statistics on the number 
of applications disposed of by the Board provides the 
basis for an analysis of the results of the Board's 
operations, 


TABLE ls: Applications and Complaints to the Labour 
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work-load as well as the breakdown by major 
types of applications. On October 22, 1960, the Labour 
Relations Amendment Act, 1960, came into force and, 
commencing with the Oétober 1960 Monthly Report, 
Complaints of Unfair Practice in Employment, section 57, 
Hecvour yoo, (ce. 1.043) (now section 65, R.S.0.)1960,.) co, 
202) were included in Table 1. Complaints under this 
section will continue to be reported in Table 1. As 
relatively few applications are made under the headings 
of "Determination under Section 79 of Act" and "Consent 
to Early Termination of Agreement" separate reference 
will not be made to either of them in Table 1. The 
statistics relevant to these latter applications will 
be included under "Miscellaneous", 


TABLE 2: Hearings of the Ontario Labour Relations 
Board: The Board hears all applications aor 
certification except a large proportion of 
those dealt with under section 8 of the Act 

and those withdrawn before hearing. It also hears 

applications and complaints for declaration terminating 
bargaining rights, declarations that strike or lockout 
unlawful, consent to prosecute and some miscellaneous 
applications. Conciliation applications are heard 
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by the Board if either of the parties request a hearing 
or if the Board decides that the circumstances of a 
particular case warrant a hearing, Complaints made 
under section 65 are heard by the Board if they are not 
withdrawn or dismissed in the earlier stages of the 
application, 


TABLE 33 Applications and Complaints Disposed of by 

the Ontario Labour Relations Board by M. Major 

Types, 18 a summary of the Board's disposi- 
tions during the month. Commencing with the November 
1960 Monthly Report, Complaints of Unfair Practices in 
Employment have been included in Table 3. Complaints 
under section 65 will continue to be reported in this 
Table. As relatively few applications are made under 
the heading "Determination under Section 79 of Act" and 
"Consent to Early Termination of Agreement" S¢Parate 
reference will not be made to either of them in Table 3, 
The statistics relevant to these applications will be 
included under "Miscellaneous," 


TABLE 4: Applications Disposed of by the Board, by 
: Type and by Disposition, gives details of 
the Board's disposition foe each of the 
major types of application. For certification and 
termination applications disposed of, the tables include 
data on the number of employees directly affected by 
the application. 


The figures for the number of employees 
directly affected by certification and termination appli- 
cations refer to the number of employees in the bargaining 
unit as defined by the Board as at the date of making of 
the application. This date was chosen because under the 
provisions of the Act (sections 7, 8, and 43) it is the 
base date selected for purposes of determining the 
employees in the bargaining unit who are affected by the 
application. Where applications for certification and 
termination are granted, the size and composition of the 
bargaining unit have been examined carefully by the 
Board, and in these cases the numbers in the bargaining 
unit shown in the Report approximate very closely to a 
final count made by the Board of the number of employees 
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in the bargaining unit at the date the applications 
were made. 


Totals of employees involved in dismissed 
and withdrawn cases, however, can only be approximate. 
Where cases are dismissed on the grounds of untimeliness, 
for example, no final count of the number of the barg- 
aining unit will be made. Where a case is withdrawn 
(usually before a hearing) no final count may be made. 


The breakdown in respect to "CLC" and 
"Other" has been discontinued because of fluctuations 
over a period of time in union affiliation to the C.L.C. 


Table 4 will not now include the headings 
"Declaration of Successor Status" "Determination under 
Section 79 of Act" "Consent to Early Termination of 
Agreement" and "Miscellaneous". It is felt that the 
significance of the Board's operation in respect of 
this type of application cannot be adequately given 
under the breakdowns of granted, dismissed and with- 
drawn. 


TABLE 5: Representation Votes in Certification 

Applications Disposed of by the Board. 

The data in this table refer to certifi- 

cation applications in which a vote has 
been conducted, and which have been disposed of by 
the Board during the month. The figures in this 
table are therefore directly comparable to the total 
certification applications disposed of during the 
month. 








Vote cases are divided into two major 
groups, those in which there was certification after 
a vote, and those in which there was a dismissal of 
an application after a vote. 


The Labour Relations Amendment Act 1960 
proclaimed in force on October 22, 1960, made 
provisions for pre-hearing votes. - see Supplement 
to March 1961 Monthly Report pps. 462-466. In the 
CASE LISTINGS of the December 1960, January, February, 
March 1961 Monthly Reports the pre hearing votes 
conducted by the Board have been reported. 
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Table 5 has been amended to summarize all 
votes in certification applications under the headings 
of pre hearing votes and post hearing votes and by the 
designations of granted and dismissed. The ballot 
choice which was previously given in Table 5 will not 
be presented as at present. It is felt that the 
Significance of the ballot choice cannot be accurately 
portrayed in such a Table and should be periodically 
presented in supplementary reports. 


TABLE 6; Representation Votes in Termination Applica- 
tions Disposed of by the Board. This table, 
refers to votes in termination applications 

disposed of during the month, and the figures are 

directly comparable to the total of termination applica- 
tions disposed of. Where a vote is ordered in a term- 
ination application, the bargaining rights of the 
incumbent union can be terminated only if more than 

50% of those eligible to vote indicate that they do 

not wish the union to continue as their bargaining 

agent. 


The breakdown in respect to "CLG" and "Other" 
has been discontinued because of fluctuations, over a 
Period, or time. tn union affiliation ‘to ithe Col. cs. 


SUPPLEMENTARY TABLES AND REPORTS 


On October 22, 1960, The Labour Relations 
Amendment Act 1960 came into force and substantial 
amendments contained in that Act became operative. 


The Board became subject to additional duties 
and responsibilities some of which were different from 
any previously undertaken by the Board and which can not 
be meaningfully reported in the same way as other appli- 
cations disposed of (see Complaint of Unfair Practice 
in Employment and Trusteeship Reports later). 


It is also recognized that the statistical 
tables presented in the Monthly Reports are subject: to 
limitations. The Monthly Report is more valuable to 
many recipients if it can be read with a minimum of 
delay after the month under review. Thus the tables 
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presented monthly must be quickly compiled and repre- 
sent "basic" or "primary" data. 


It is hoped to supplement the tables 
presented monthly as follows:- 


eeooee8 


As noted earlier the ballot choice will 
be excluded rrom Table 5. Detailed reports, covering 
a three month period, will appear periodically, if 
possible in the March, June, September and December 
Monthly Reports, and will include ballot choice offered 
to voters. 


*oesee#eerfeeeteee Geee#e#esee@e@ e@hmhUchOhUchhUchOUhUcCOhUhF 


The Monthly Reports from October 1960 onwards 
have noted the complaints made and disposed of under 
section 65 in Table 1 and 3 respectively. The CASE 
LISTINGS have given details of the complainant and 
respondent in each complaint dispesed of by the Board 
in the month under review. This information will 
continue to be presented. As the designations of 
granted, dismissed and withdrawn have different 
implications than these terms in certification appli- 
cations, detailed reports, covering a three month 
period, will appear periodically if possible in the 
reports. or January, April, vuly and October commencing 
with the July 1961 Report. 


Frusteeshin Reports 

The December 1960, February 1961 and March 
1961 Monthly Reports have presented details of trustee- 
ship reports received by the Board. The same form of 
reportage is contemplated for other reports received 
by one, board in’ the coming fiscal year. 
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ther, supplementary Tables. and. Reports 


It is proposed that supplementary reports 
on applications for consent to prosecute, applications 
for declaration that strike and lockout unlawful, 
termination applications, declaration of successor 
status and applications under section 7/9 of the Act 
will be presented as available in the May, August, 
November and February Monthly Reports. 
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TABLE I 


APPLICATIONS & COMPLAINTS TO THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS 
BOARD 


Number of Applications Filed 
April 1st month of fiscal year 


Type of Application 61 1-62 O-61 
Type of 
tT,  Gertification 42 43 62 
Ii. Declaration Terminating 
Bargaining Rights 10 10 1 
III. Declaration of Successor 
Status - - - 
IV. Conciliation Services 139 139 87 
V. Declaration that 
Strike Unlawful 5 5 - 
VI. Declaration that 
Lockout Unlawful - - BS 
VII. Consent to Prosecute Le 11 19 


Fiske Comieint: of Unfair 
Practice in Employment 


(Section 65) 12 12 - 
IX. Miscellaneous -— ~ 1 
TOTAL 220 220 Ly Gi 
TABLE |: TT 

HEARINGS OF THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 
Number 
April 1st month of fiscal year 

61 1-02 O-O1 


Hearings and continuation 
of Hearings by the Board 71 71 89 
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TABLE III 


APPLICATIONS & COMPLAINTS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO 
LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD BY MAJOR TYPES 


Type of Application ApYI1 ist month of fiscal year 
r6l 1-62 O-ol1 
HORS arbi TU Rese cnte MND NS Dp Nan SL Ne eee ae A OIE 
I. Certification 60 60 56 
Il. Declaration Terminating 
Bargaining Rights 4 Lh 4 
III. Conciliation Services 112 Lie 90 
IV. Declaration that 
strike Unlawful nt - a 
V. Declaration that 
Lockout Unlawful - - 1 
VII. Consent to Prosecute vs cj 10 


VIII. Complaint of Unfair 
Practice in Emplo 
ment (Section 65) 


\O 


IX. Miscellaneous 


Lo 
ae 
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TOTAL 196 196 168 
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_ APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 
BY TYPES AND BY DISPOSITION 


*Emp loyees 
[Disposition hoPis ist month Tiscal yr. April ist. month fiscal yr. 
: Tew 61-62 O-ol CRS B 1-62 0-61 
t.Certification 
: Certified 38 38 43 562 562 937 
: Dismissed Ly LY 10 738 738 235 
: Withdrawn ane ie) Ge 376 376 199 
| TOTAL 60 60 56 1676 1676 1369 
[. Termination of Bargaining Rights 
; Terminated | i i if 7 i7 
‘ Dismissed 2 2 - 9 9 : 
; Withdrawn diye § oy 3 ce ee 378 
‘TOTAL mn fF \ 26 26 395 


*These figures refer to the number of employees directly affected 
and are based on the number of employees in the bargaining units 
: at the time the applications for certification were filed with 
j the Board. Totals for applications dismissed and withdrawn 
are approximate. 
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~ §10 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY 
BOARD (continued) 


Number of appl'ns Dis. of 
April: ist month of fiscal year 
t 





61 -~62 O- 
III, Conciliation Services* 
Referred 103 103 85 
Dismissed 5 is - 
Withdrawn 6 6 a 
TOTAL 112 ae 90 


IV. Declaration that 
Strike Unlawful 


Granted i i 
Dismissed - - 
Withdrawn - - 


Wo bo bY 


TOTAL 1 


VV. Declaration that 
Lockout Unlawful 


Granted - ~ 1 
Dismissed io ‘ e 
Withdrawn - :. ae 


TOTAL eh oi 1 


Vi.) Onsen. (tO 
Prosecute 


Granted 
Dismissed 
Withdrawn 


~ fe jes 
~ la. ~ 
Loesn 


TOTAL 10 


*Includes applications for conciliation services re unions 
claiming successor status. 
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TABLE V 


REPRESENTAT: ON VOTES IN CERTIFICATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED 
uo OF BY THE BOARD 


Number of Votes 
Bpril Ist month of fiscal year 
'61 61-62 60-61 


esl tet Daca 2a POM NL Ne ACM cL AEE EN LIE 
Certification After Vote 


pre-hearing vote 6 6 - 

post-hearing vote z 2 1 
Dismissed After Vote 

pre-hearing vote 2 2 - 

post -hearing vote _6 6 ie} 

TOTAL 16 16 14 


Includes applicant - intervener applications in which both 
applicant and intervener apply for a new unit and either 


applicant or intervener 


TABLE VI 


REPRESENTATION VOTES IN TERMINATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED 
OF BY THE BOARD 


Number of Votes 


April ist month of fiscal year 
'61 61-62 60-61 


ese erm, 


Respondent Union Successful ~ 
Respondent Union Unsuccessful_1 





TOTAL 4 


In termination Proceedings where a vote ig taken, the 
applicant is a group of employees, or the employer; the 
incumbent union is thus the respondent. 
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PART ONE 


CASE LISTINGS 
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CASE LISTINGS 
Applications for Certification 


a 
b 
C 


Applications for Declaration Terminating 
Bargaining Rights 


Bargaining Agents Certified 
Applications Dismissed 
Applications Withdrawn 





Applications Under Section 34(5) of 
the Act 


Applications for Declaration that 
Strike Unlawful 


Applications for Consent to Prosecute 


Applications Under Section 65 of 
the Act 


Indexed Endorsements 
Certification 
342-60-R Jim Mathieu Limited 
716-60-R Lee Contracting 
Company Limited 
20, 447-50 Maple Leaf Veneer Co. Limited 


Section 65 of the Act 
1012-60-U National Sea Products Limited 


Special Endorsements in Conciliation Applications 


Trusteeship Report Filed 
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APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS 
a ee ee nk ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS 
BOARD DURING MAY 1961 


Bargaining Agents Certified During May 
No Vote Conducted 


716-60-R: International Hod Carriers', Building and Common 
Labourers! Union of America, Local 183 (Applicant) v. Leo 
Contracting Company Limited (Metropolitan Toronto (Respondent). 


Unit: "all construction labourers in the employ of the 
respondent at Metropolitan Toronto, save and except non-working 
foremen, persons above the rank of non-working foreman, and 
shop and yard employees." (170 employees in the unit ) 


(SEE INDEXED ENDORSEMENTS PAGE 57) 


742-60-R: Local 721, International Association of Bridge, 
Structural and Ornamental Iron Workers (Applicant) v. Power's 
Steel Construction (Respondent). 


Unit: ‘all reinforcing rodmen in the employ of the respondent 
within a radius of 25 miles of the Toronto City Hall, save and 
except non-working foremen and persons above the rank of non- 
working foreman." (9 employees in the unit ) 


877-51-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers (Applicant) 
v. Sherbrooke Metallurgical Company Limited (Tewnship of 
Sherbrooke) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its plant in the 
Township of Sherbrooke, save and except foremen, persons above 
the rank of foreman, office staff, chief chemist and students 
hired during the school vacation period." 

(43 employees in the unit) 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity, the Board 
declares that the bargaining unit includes 
crew leaders and the chemist's helper," 


959-61-R: Local 721, International Structural Association of 
Bridge, Structural & Ornamental Ironworkers (Applicant) v. 
G & H Service of Canada Ltd. (Respondent). 
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Unit: "all reinforcing rodmen in the employ of the respondent 
within a radius of twenty-five miles of the City Hall at 
Toronto and including the Town of Newmarket, who place and tie 
alliron, steel,metal and wire mesh used in reinforced concrete 
construction, save and except non-working foremen, and persons 
above the rank of non-working foreman," 

(111 employees in the unit) 





987-61-R: General Truck Drivers, Local 879, International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers 
(Applicant) v. Cathcart Freight Lines Ltd. (Respondent). 








Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Hamilton, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and office 
and sales staff." (5 employees in the unit) 


988-61-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of 
America, Local Union 1450 (Applicant) v. Anglin-Norcross 
Ontario Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters! apprentices of the 
respondent employed in the City of Peterborough or the County 
of Peterborough, save and except non-working foremen and 
persons above the rank of non-working foreman." 

(2 employees in the unit) 


989-61-R: Local 280, of the Hotel & Restaurant Employees! & 
Bartenders' International Union (Applicant) v. Riverdale 
Basketball Graduates Club (Respondent). 


Unit: "all tapmen, bartenders, beverage waiters, bar boys 
and improvers in the employ of the respondent in its Grads 
Club at Toronto, save and except manager, persons above the 
rank of manager, and persons regularly employed for not more 
that 24 hours per week." (2 employees in the unit) 


993-61-R: General Truck Drivers Union Local 879 (Applicant) 
v. Best Mix Concrete Limited (batching plant, Lake street, 
St. Catharines) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent working in and out of 
the respondent's batching plant, Lake Street, St. Catharines, 
Save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, 
office and sales staff." (11 employees in the unit) 

(Unit agreed to by the parties) 


1007-61-R: International Association of Machinists (Applicant ) 
V. Strippit Tool & Machine Company (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Brampton, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and office 
staff." (25 employees in the unit) 
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1013-61-R: General Truck Drivers! Union, Local 938, affiliated 
with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant) v. The Great 
Atlantic & Pacific Tea Company, Limited (315 Pinnacle Street, 
Belleville) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed in its store 
at 315 Pinnacle Street, Belleville, save and except store 
manager, assistant store manager, produce department head, 
meat department head, head cashier, persons regularly employed 
for not more than 24 hours per week and students hired for the 
school vacation period." (20 employees in the unit ) 

(Unit agreed to by the parties) 





1014-61-R: General Truck Drivers! Union, Local 938, affiliated 
with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant) v. Edwards 
Transport Limited (Frankville) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at or working 
out of Frankville, save and except foremen, persons above the 
rank of foreman, office and sales staff," 

(18 employees in the unit) 





1015-61-R: Shopmen's Local Union # 734 of the International 
Association of Bridge, Structural & Ornamental Iron Workers 
affiliated with the A.F.L. & C.I.0. (Applicant) v. Arc-Way 
Steel Construction Ltd. (Burlington) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Burlington, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office and 
Sales staff, and persons engaged in field erection work." 

(4 employees in the unit) 


1091-61-R: International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 

Warehousemen and Helpers, Local 938, General Truck Drivers 
ade, v. Dalewood Transport Ltd. (Sault Ste. Marie) 
Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at and 
working out of Sault Ste. Marie, save and except foremen, 
persons above the rank of foreman and office and sales staff," 
(2 employees in the unit) 


1093-61-R: General Truck Drivers, Local 879, International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers 
(Applicant) v. Dalewood Transport Ltd. (Brantford) (Respondent), 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Brantford, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and office 
staff." (4 employees in the unit) 
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1094-61-R: General Truck Drivers' Local 879, International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers 
(Applicant) v. Dalewood Transport Ltd. (Hamilton) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Hamilton, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and office 
and sales staff." (9 employees in the unit) 





1098-61-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America (Applicant) v. Gaston Julien Reg'd (Crystal Beach, 
Ottawa) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent engaged in the 
installation of resilient flooring at its Northern Electric 
Building project at Crystal Beach, Ottawa, save and except non- 
working foremen, persons above the rank of non-working foreman 
and office staff." (4 employees in the unit) 


1143-61-R: Local No. 7 Ontario of The Bricklayers, Masons and 
Plasterers International Union of America (Applicant) v. Nedan 
Masonry Co. (Ottawa) (Respondent). 


Unit: “all bricklayers and stone-masons and their apprentices 
of the respondent employed at or working out of Ottawa, save 
and except non-working foremen and persons above the rank of 
non-working foreman." (10 employees in the unit ) 





1145-61-R: International Hod Carriers’, Building and Common 
Labourers! Union of America, Local 183 (Applicant) v. G.C, 
Romano Construction Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all construction labourers employed by the respondent 
working within the boundaries of Metropolitan Toronto, save 
and except non-working foremen, persons above the rank of 
non-working foreman and shop and yard employees." 

(16 employees in the unit) 


1146-61-R: International Molders & Foundry Workers Union of 
North America and Local No 28 (Applicant) v. J. Hungerford 
Smith Co. Limited (Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Metropolitan Toronto, 
Save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, 
office and sales staff, laboratory technicians and persons 
regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per week." 

22 employees in the unit) 





1154-61-R: International Hod Carriers!', Building and Common 
Labourers! Union of America, Local 183 (Applicant) v. Johnson- 
Perini-Kiewit (Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent). 
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Unit: "all construction labourers in the employ of the 
respondent in Metropolitan Toronto, save and except non-working 
foremen and persons above the rank of non-working foreman." 

(50 employees in the unit). 





The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"The evidence before the Board is to 
the effect that the respondent did not become 
a@a member of the General Contractors of the 
Toronto Builders Exchange until a date which 
was some months after the date when the 
collective agreement between the General 
Contractors Section of the Toronto Builders 
Exchange and International Hod Carriers' 
Building and Common Labourers! Union of 
America, Local 506, was entered into. There 
is nothing in the evidence to indicate that 
the respondent subsequently agreed in writing 
with the International Hod Carriers' Building 
and Common Labourers' Union of America, Local 
506 that they would be bound by the agreement 
(see Canada Machinery Case, April 11, 1961). 

' Consequently, the Board finds that the agree- 
ment between International Hod Carriers'! 
Building and Common Labourers! Union of America, 
Local 506, and the General Contractors Section 
of the Toronto Builders Exchange is not a bar 
to the present application and that International 
Hod Carriers! Building and Common Labourers' 
Union of America, Local 506 has no bargaining 
rights on behalf of the employees of the res- 
pondent (see in this connection Sovereign 
Construction Company Case, 1960 C.C.H. Canadian 


Labour Law Reporter, 716,168, C.L.S. 76-603). 


1155-61-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local 2486 (Applicant) v. Schwenger Construction 
Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenter apprentices in the employ 
of the respondent on the Ontario Wuter Resources Commission 
Project No. 60-S-53 at Sudbury, save and except non-working 
foremen, and persons above the rank of non-working foreman." 
(2 employees in the unit) 


1156-61-R: International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers, Local 419, Warehousemen and Mis- 
cellaneous Drivers (Applicant) v. Local Cartage Company 
(Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent), 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Metropolitan 
Toronto, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman and office staff." (9 employees in the unit). 
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1170-61-R: Amalgamated Clothing Workers of America (Applicant ) 
v. Baldwin Garments Limited (London) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at London, save and 
except foremen and foreladies, persons above the rank of 
foreman and forelady and office and sales staff." 

(22 employees in the unit) 





1186-61-R: General Drivers Local Union No. 989, affiliated 
with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen & Helpers of America (Applicant) v. City Body 
Shop (Pembroke) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at or working 
out of Pembroke, save and except foremen, persons above the 
rank of foreman and office staff." (3 employees in the unit) 





1187-61-R: General Drivers Local Union No. 989 affiliated 
with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen & Helpers of America (Applicant ) v. McCool Motors 
Limited (Pembroke) (Respondent). 





Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at or working 
out of Pembroke, save and except foremen, persons above the 
rank of foreman and office staff." (6 employees in the unit) 


1188-61-R: General Drivers Local Union No. 989 affiliated 
with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen & Helpers of America (Applicant) v. Martins 
(Pembroke) Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at or working 
out of Pembroke, save and except foremen, persons above the 
rank of foreman, office staff and car salesmen." 

(10 employees in the unit) 





1191-61-R: The International Union of Electrical, Radio and 
Machine Workers! (Applicant) v. R.C.A. Victor Company Limited 
(Smiths Falls plant) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all office, clerical and technical employees of the 
respondent at its Smiths Falls plant, save and except plant 
manager, personnel manager, production control manager, 
manager of manufacturing, quality control manager, orders 
administration and warehousing manager, maintenance and 
powerhouse manager, supervisors, one secretary to the plant 
manager, one secretary to the personnel manager, and one 
confidential secretary to be shared by the remaining managers, 
foremen and persons above the ranks of supervisor and foreman, 
nurse and security guards." 

(18 employees in the unit) (Unit agreed to by the parties) 
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1208-61-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Applicant) v. Fairview Shopping Centres Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers and persons primarily 
engaged as their helpers employed by the respondent at the 
C.I.L. Building at 130 Bloor Street West, Toronto, save and 
except the chief engineer." (4 employees in the unit) 





1210-61-R: International Union of United Brewery, Flour, 
Cereal Soft Drink & Distillery Workers of America (Applicant) 
v. Brewers! Warehousing Company Limited (Respondent ). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its warehouse and 
retail store at Casselman, save and except managers or foremen, 
persons above the rank of manager or foreman and office staff," 
(4 employees in the unit) 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"Having regard to the fact that there 
wasS no evidence of membership of employees 
of the respondent at Long Sault in the 
applicant, the Board finds that the 
employees of the respondent at Long Sault 
are not included in the Bargaining unit." 


1222-61-R: International Association of Bridge, Structural 
and Ornamental Iron Workers, Local 765 (Applicant) v. Stephens- 
Adamson Mfg. Co. of Canada Limited (Township of Augusta) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all structural iron workers, riggers and welders 
engaged in the erection of steel structures and conveyors in 
the employ of the respondent in the Township of Augusta, save 
and except non-working toremen and persons above the rank of 
non-working foreman." (4 employees in the unit) 





1231-61-R: International Hod Carriers', Building and Common 
Labourers' Union of America, Local 183 (Applicant) v. 
McNamara-Raymond (General Contractors) (Toronto Transit 


Commission subway, Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent). 





Unit: "all construction labourers in the employ of the 
respondent in Metropolitan Toronto, save and except non-working 
foremen and persons above the rank of non-working foreman." 

(75 employees in the unit) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 
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"The evidence before the Board is to the 
effect that the respondent did not become a 
member of the General Contractors Section of the 
Toronto Builders Exchange until a date which was 
Some months after the date when the collective 
agreement between the General Contractors 
Section of the Toronto Builders Exchange and 
International Hod Carriers' Building and Common 
Labourers! Union of America, Local 506 was 
entered into. There is nothing in the evidence 
to indicate that the respondent subsequently 
agreed in writing with the International Hod 
Carriers! Building and Common Labourers! Union 
of America, Local 506 that they would be bound 
by the agreement (see Canada Machinery Case, 
April 11, 1961). Consequently, the Board finds 
that the agreement between International Hod 
Carriers' Building and Common Labourers! Union 
of America, Local 506, and the General Contractors 
Section of the Toronto Builders Exchange is not a 
bar to the present application and that Inter- 
national Hod Carriers! Building and Common 
Labourers! Union of America, Local 506 has no 
bargaining rights on behalf of the employees of 
the respondent (see in this connection Sovereign 
Construction Company Case, 1960, C.C.H. Canadian 


Labour Law Reporter, 716,168, C.L.S. 76-683)." 


1244-61-R: Baker Paper Products Employees Association 
poaecay v. Baker Paper Products Limited (Toronto) 


Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and office 
and sales staff." (35 employees in the unit) 





Certified Subsequent to Post-hearing Vote 


380-60-R: International Hod Carriers Building and Common 
Laborers! Union of America, Local 607 (Applicant) v. Rino 
zanette, Masonry Contractor (geographical district of Thunder 
Bay) ba eeecedehe) v. Lumber and Sawmill Workers Union, Local 
2693 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all construction labourers employed by the respondent 
in the District of Thunder Bay, save and except non-working 
foremen and persons above the rank of non-working foreman." 
(5 employees in the unit) 


Number of names on 

eligibility list 4 
Number of ballots cast 4 
Number of ballots marked in 


favour of applicant 4 
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570-60 R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
Peiicean) v. Sheraton Brock Hotel (Respondent) v. Hotel and 
Restaurant Employees Union Local # 442 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers in the employ of the 
respondent in the Sheraton Brock Hotel at Niagara Falls, save 
and except the Chief engineer." (3 employees in the unit) 





Number of names on 

Slietbigitywiisy ic 
Number of ballots cast 3 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 3 
Number of ballots marked in 
_ favour of intervener O 


618-60-R: Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union 
(Applicant) v. Kitchener Dairies Ltd. (Kitchener) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Kitchener, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
Staff, dairy bar employees, catering staff, employees at the 
Barkley Steak House, and persons regularly employed for not 
more than 24 hours per week." (13 employees in the unit ) 


Number of names on 

revised’ eligibility list 10 
Number of ballots cast 10 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant ve 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of Dairy Workers Local 

Union 258 of the Amalgamated Meat 

Cutters and Butcher Workmen of 

North America 3 


Applications for Certification Dismissed no Vote Conducted 


235-60-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Applicant) v. A. Seigal Management Co. Limited and C.T. 
Holdings Limited (2 Carlton Street, Toronto) (Respondent). 
3 employees) 
Proceeding Terminated) 


341-60-R: Timberworkers' Independent Union (Applicant) v. 

Jim Mathieu Limited (within the area bounded on the South by 
the international boundary between Canada and the United States 
of America, on the North by King's Highway Number 17, on the 
West by a line running due north and south through the Town of 
Kenora, Ontario, and on the East by a line running due North 
and south through the Hamlet of Shabaqua, Ontario (Respondent ) 
v. Lumber and Sawmill Workers' Union, Local 2693 (Intervener). 
(45 employees). 


(SEE INDEXED ENDORSEMENTS PAGE 55) 
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369-60-R: The Toronto-Peterborough Transport Employees 
Association (Applicant) v. The Toronto-Peterborough Transport 
Company Limited (Belleville) (Respondent). (13 employees) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Although the applicant has requested 
leave of the Board to withdraw its application 
herein, the Board, following its usual practice 
in such cases, dismisses the application. The 
attention of the parties is directed to the 
Hydro Electric Commission of Hamilton Case, 
195 C.C.H. Canadian Labour Law Reporter, 
Transfer Binder, 1955-59 716120, C.L.S. 76,617." 


370-650-R: The Toronto~Peterborough Transport Employees 
Association (Applicant) v. The Toronto-Peterborough Transport 
Company Limited (Lindsay) (Respondent). (2 employees) 


The Board endorsed the Record ag follows: 


"Although the applicant has requested 
leave of the Board to withdraw its application 
herein, the Board, following its usual practice 
in such cases, dismisses the application. fThe 
attention of the parties isdirected to the 
Hydro Electric Commission of Hamilton Case, 

195 C.C.H,. Canadian Labour Law Reporter, 
Transfer Binder, 1955-59, 916120, C.L.S. 
LOCO E 


990-61-R: International Union of United Brewery, Flour, Cereal, 
Soft Drink & Distillery Workers of America, AFL-CIO-CLC 
(Applicant ) Vv. Brewers' Warehousing Company Limited, Casselman 
and Long Sault, Ontario (Respondent). 





Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its warehouses and 
retail stores at Casselman and Long Sault, save and except 
managers or fioremen, persons above the rank of manager or 
foreman and office staff." (5 employees in the unit ) 





1194-61-R: Queen Elizabeth Hospital Employees! Association 


a. V. Queen Elizabeth Hospital (Toronto) (Respondent). 
216 employees) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows; 


"All meetings held by the applicant 
Since its inception were held on the premises 
and with the permission of the employer and no 
rent was paid by the applicant for use of the 
premises. Having regard to the provisions of 
Section 10 of The Labour Relations Act, we are 
precluded from certifying the applicant." 


i} it Al 







' : 


De 9 Ait | 
i oe ms 
i 
ee 0 it 
ie » 
brea ee 


ut k é a ry a at Ape 
vy) i A ‘? Ae Wass } aot ak 
Hh ct a " . wy Fi alka Oy at: Pe tn 
ay. a B 
Py a) bs: Pre: ira : 


r Val WA ~ ’ 
y ie Peri Diet| 
i i ‘ t : ; oe : ' 
’ " : Vc P 5 + 
+ mu “ q 
i i : \ \ Fs jee: hee ' 7 oe . 
i nl} ; y " ae if ° j 
4 Thu by i } Pi) Bed a - \ 
’ : i : 15 Vv J 4 ay >, vy \ + 1 “ue " 
oi a we AOR. t Via ht ; b ui “y a eas vil a a 
j t AY MT ats Dont Roe Tek Ne RAY eh man 5 a us Ay ite 
aie ee: ae. Pane pA i aye van - Vil ah rd oA 4 u 
i i 1 , ; A a te > 7 oe i. ; : Ma * 
: ; ri i hn Ny r : an * oH x! ; if) ££ * iy] 
' Fh onl i vg Hitt a 2 ‘ 
{ / t ‘ mn ‘ ) ua ‘ ; 
i fit ct } ; r 7 
1 ays ; 
’ MA 4 


SOE ans 
Pe va iat 























\ AY a i ,; i" i 
i SRT ea GN a 
: b fol al ai : 
chs Ay Gh , y , iy y y Mf a it 
Juin 4 i i! ee ; ih 


rule \ 
















AP ies yr ri ery lis. iba 

 eoktosny Laveu ag antwolto: ee) 

9a?) ge Arerby hve ry rt eae 
eae oo ab brn at ae. ch oe . 
err: nos back 30-96 “ 


3 he HK ath ue ‘i \ Vip 
2 ae Ne tn 
ip . 1 Y 


S099 
* 3D, ay 0 Ei ted | Nis 
| “essvoLqut d10 ee here age s 
idmtonont ose sugeart duno {a 
| bia tiiaail lay » (desbroga sh): (ysebet 


“fawolior a8 brooch: ee boatoons banot oot 


badeoupet asd jngotiogs wait Aguada cAY | ae 
motvnollags edt weabdsiw of basea std ‘to: ebaa ) i 


soitontq Leuven adh gatwollot: .biaoll old  .ntetsd ~ 7 
avr  .mokdgsokiqgs att aoaalmarth ..ase85 fous a | 
odd od botnotwbet eoleisda off To aoLinegss 
eeRy Sead 20 ro.ee tne? oho ‘igh 






eetod wold «vy teword hotbed | ‘to noltat Lndbdabanded: ied 
n19~010- ThA ,sottemA To axriow yres tigate % tei 
nant seased Bad tata yirisqihon artavodoiaw lerswetd ov t trsot Sql} 
A deabinogs on) OER IER SEER Aetod. bas 


bis seupodonew att 24 dasbaoqees ‘wicta ‘Gs bysyotqne its" ada 
iqooxe baw vee .oinuee sarod bits cemtoesed Je bouese [ksi 
410 “toyepan Lo Aner sg avody Nes pen iersdigteyt edd | 
(3inw edd nk aeoyorame A} Yea ookite: bis demote? 


noListoosea ei ar teilqseti ijedaghte aeoup ie feee 
Asnebnogesh) (odnorwt Lnatasos isd sek ie nape :¥ (aisokigat 
(ée0yoldme OF 


“tawoh le as bagel a babrobria bined oft 


Jopollaqgs ens yd pied: Lao 
egaimorg orld mo Ofer stow nodsgen 
of bas tayofgme aid to sokeainrisg 
end to 98H IT Snsotiqgs ons ye 
lo amptatvorg ond od bat 9 | 
Ws OW JOA. anotzaleh | 

. insotlags odd 









mu eae 


11434-56: McManus Motors Employees! Association (Applicant ) 
v. McManus Motors Limited (London) (Respondent). (105 employees) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The Parties to this application have 
entered into a collective agreement. 


Having regard to the principles set 
out in the Loblaw Groceterias Company, Limited 
Case D.L.S. 77-1115, the proceedings in this 
application are terminated." 





17,416-58: Milk Drivers and Dairy Employees Local Union No. 
( (Applicant) v. William Neilson Limited (Dupont Street and 
Gladstone Avenue Plants, Toronto) (Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"We find, on the basis of the evidence 
presented at the hearings and that contained in 
the examiner's report, that the unit proposed 
by the applicant is inappropriate. The appli- 
cation is accordingly dismissed." 


Board Members, G.R. Harvey and D.B. Archer, while not 
dissenting, said: 


"While in the circumstances of this case 
we concur in the decision of our colleagues, we 
wish to make it clear that our concurrence is 
not to be taken as departing in any way from our 
View that 'an ice cream unit' may be appropriate 
in proper circumstances," 


20, 399-60: International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers Local 419, Warehousemen and Mis- 
cellaneous Drivers (Applicant) v. M. Loeb Limited (Ottawa) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Ottawa, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office 
staff, persons regularly employed for not more than 24 hours 
per week and students hired for the school vacation period." 
(90 employees in the unit). 





The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity the Board 
declares that the employees in the meat depart- 
ment are included in the bargaining unit." 


The Board notes the agreement of the 
parties that the office staff includes buyers, 
Salesmen and administrative staff," 
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Certification Dismissed subsequent to Pre-hearing Vote 


654-60-R: District 50, United Mine Workers of America 
Applicant) v. Baxter Laboratories of Canada Ltd. (Alliston) 
Respondent). (58 employees) 


VOTING CONSTITUENCY: "all employees of the respondent at 
Alliston save and except supervisors, persons above the rank 
of supervisor, office and sales staff." 

(58 employees in the unit) 


Number of names on 

Glip,nLiivy list 58 
Number of ballots cast 58 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant LT 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 46 
Number of ballots segregated 

(not counted) 1 


Certification Dismissed subsequent to Post-hearing Vote 


192-60-R: General Truck Drivers' Union, Local 938 affiliated 
with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant ) v. Lafferty- 
Smith Ltd. (Trenton and Belleville) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed in or 
working out of Trenton or Belleville, save and except foremen, 
persons above the rank of foreman and office staff." 

(22 employees in the unit) 





Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 20 
Number of ballots cast 20 
Number of ballots segregated 

(not counted) 1 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant i 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 12 


347-60-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Applicant) v. Canadian National Exhibition (Respondent) v. 
International Union of Operating Engineers Local 796 ( 
(Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers in the employ of the 
respondent at Toronto, save and except the chief engineer." 
(9 employees in the unit) 
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On January 12th, 1961 the Board endorsed the Record as 


follows: 


"Request for a pre-hearing vote. In 


Support of its intervention, the intervener 
filed an unsigned document which the inter- 
vener alleges to be a collective agreement 
between itself and the respondent. Attached 
Up ene UOCUmenU 28.8 Copy ofa Tevver dated 
August 4, 1960 from the respondent to the 
intervener. Having regard to the contents 
of this letter it appears to the Board that 
a question arises as to whether the document 
relied on by the intervener is a collective 
agreement. 


In the circumstances the Board deems 


it advisable to deny the applicant's request 
for a pre-hearing representation vote and 
directs the Registrar to fix a new terminal 
date for the application in accordance with 
section 2 of the Board's Rules of Procedure 
and to effect the services provided for in 
section 5 of those rules. 


At the hearing of the case before the 


Board the parties will be given an opportunity 
to present evidence and make representations 
with respect to the nature of the document 
alleged by the intervener to be an agreement." 


On March 27, 1961 the Board further endorsed the Record as 


follows? 


"Having regard to: 


the representations of both the applicant 
and the intervener that a collective 
agreement exists between the intervener 
and the respondent, the operative date 

of which was March lst, 1960; 


the non-appearance of the respondent, 
despite the wording of the Board's 
endorsement in this matter dated January 
#2, /1 961; 


the fact that in a conciliation proceeding 
before this Board involving the intervener 
and the respondent in June 1960, the res- 
pondent's representations were to the effect 
that a collective agreement existed between 
the intervener and the respondent, which 
agreement expired on February 29, 1960; 
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(d) the documentary evidence before the Board, 
including the correspondence which passed 
between the intervener and the respondent 


the Board is satisfied that the documents relied on 
by the applicant and the intervener constitute a 
collective agreement between the intervener and the 
respondent, which agreement was effective March l, 


1960." 


Number of names on 

eligibility list 9 
Number of ballots cast 9 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 2 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener f{ 


4o6-60-R: General Truck Drivers' Union Local 938, affiliated 
With the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant) v. Export 
Packers (Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at and 

working out of Toronto, save and except foremen and dispatchers, 
and persons above the ranks of foreman and dispatcher and 
office staff." (28 employees in the unit) 


Number of names on 

eligibility list ou 
Number of ballots cast ey 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant a aN 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant a4 


739-60-R: Welders, Public Garage Employees, Motor Mechanics 
ang Allied Workers Local Union 847, affiliated with the 
International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehouse- 
men and Helpers of America (Applicant) v. Carway Chrysler 
Dodge Limited (Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office and 
Sales staff." (22 employees in the unit) 
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Number of names on 

eligibility list 22 
Number of ballots cast 22 
Number of ballots segregated 

(not counted) 1 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 8 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 14 


835-60-R: United Electrical, Radio and Machine Workers of 
America — ue (Applicant) v. Ferranti-Packard Electric Limited 
(Respondent) v. Ferranti-Packard Electric Employees! 
Association, St. Catharines Division (Intervener) v. The 
Draftsmen's Association of Ontario, Local 164 of the American 
Federation of Technical Engineers (Intervener). 


Unit: "all the St. Catharines employees of the respondent, 

save and except assistant foremen, persons above the rank of 
assistant foreman, piant protection staff, office staff, 

office janitors, draftsmen, apprentice draftsmen and detailers," 
(227 employees in the unit) 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"In arriving at its decision as to the 
composition of the appropriate bargaining unit, 
the Board has had regard for the fact that this 
is an application in which the applicant is 
seeking to displace the incumbent bargaining 
agent. The unit defined in paragraph 2 of this 
decision is the unit described in the collective 
agreement between the respondent and Ferranti- 
Packard Electric Employees! Association, St. 
Catharines Division, qualified however in terms 
to make it clear that the bargaining rights of 
the Draftsmen's Association of Ontario, Local 
ROUND yy =o yes Om Lars, OC. 1 coy are not 
infringed by such definition." 


The Board further endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"The Board notes that draftsmen, apprentice 
draftsmen and detailers are bound by a subsisting 
collective agreement between the respondent and the 
Draftsmen's Association of Ontario, Local 164, A.F, 
PO Rent he Gly S10, FeO 









ce ai ; 
Wy in Dy ie ~ vay 4 r i hah " ng i i i ae 
rit fin f ue h a HF. i his i, 


mor iy ray 







a ma 
ni) 
i) a i 


it i i 4 rh. aunt Gent i" ; ti : nis oe i if tex M4 ry 
iD | a ATS Cant PS hay i 
: f 3) : me) 7 bi, est ad a bon 
1 ct mek ,™ Sapok err . 
ug 


to atreohtoW onttioat bos okba tdobeaonds ‘peat | 
hetiatil otiteold brmloei-fttanitiet .v (dneett (a i) : a 
|) Saeeyolqml att) cate bratoat~23 Mv (see 
ott .¥ (nensveresat) notetvid sealredisd .3h. ok 
naptnam og to PAL faoud otras) Fo aoliaioosas ele 
| “ (renevaedat ) Peers ica Leokentost ‘to. nos 












-— . 
{ “a 


ttabnogqess ona Xe eseyolque orca dad ae fuel fis” LO 
to dans edd ysyods aNTOnTO . heen} ator pai dygond Se? ct . 
TLees aokt'le Ae eo (OLS aur vn png “ot: annie tem 7 a 
ete tated: Poth. romana ash. Re SLI nope analy bay + As te mee Ae ay: he 
| | (uty ont as neon olga: yas)" 


owor Lor es 38g at ‘pxoosh add peorohas bie oct? 


ariy ot es noltatoob out oe antvicts aL” ie i 
. ote galaLen sed lab han onl Yo nolthaognios i) 
sind dard Jost ent to? brunet had sad Dusoh ed? 
et sraoiiaqs ais Holdwiat sokdsotiqaa ag et oe 
Sirtrut ew rsd guecmuondk odd acslqath of gnivass 
étde to 8 dqetgetsd al hendieb dine ont ,geege 
avidestfog ody ak bedinoseb tin edt @f mohelosh =. 
+tinartsl bie tasbnoqaet od) noeowted Jase o tgs | 
38 Motdstoowad 'eooyo Lum, obteoeta bralost 
awed at vevewo bekiiienp  <sokstvid bpygremeniget 
to adlats gnitntsgiae oy, Jad wells JL scam 
{aood,-,ofisyn0 16 nolophooeca a'nsacgiad 9 3 | 
gon 96 ,0.1,9 = wl To A.A = ata HOL 1% 
" Aosd dnt top dowa a hog beaak 1 














‘akin se Saaq af bios git bea toh | acide!’ bte0h ode 


dgotdnosggs .memet teu tade eovon brad, out" a 

antiatadva Bs yd bnedd ous eteliaveh bas. ‘romend tant ae 
ai3 bas Inobnoweex: oft, noowded Jromyetys:, sporeris oR) a 
ALA . #01) Leood gota 10 | 29 moldatogass 8 aha y' | 
04 _ ~ id a” . TA, > at 





- 45 - 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 216 
Number of ballots cast 216 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 89 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener 

Ferranti-Packard Electric 

Employees! Association, St. 

Catharines Division icy 


20,447-60: International Woodworkers of America (Applicant) 
v. Maple Leaf Veneer Co., Limited (Durham) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its plant in the 
Township of Bentinck, save and except foremen, persons above 
the rank of foreman, office and sales staff, and students 
hired for the school vacation period." 

(52 employees in the unit) 


Board Member, E. Boyer Dissented and said: 


"I dissent. I would have granted 
certification without a representation vote." 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list aah 
Number of ballots cast by persons 

whose name appear on revised 

G1, FIDLILoy List 35 
Number of ballots segregated 

(not counted) 5 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 16 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 19 


(SEE INDEXED ENDORSEMENTS PAGE 58) 


20,487-650: Hotel Motel & Restaurant Employees Union Local 
No. 899, A.F.L,-C.1.0.-C.L.C. (Applicant) v. C. Blanchard 
carrying on business under the name of the National House 
Hotel (Cornwall) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at National House 
Hotel at Cornwall, save and except manager, office staff and 
persons regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per 
week.'' (3 employees in the unit) 
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Number of names on revised 

etigibiligty list 3 
Number of ballots..cast iS) 
Number ot ballots marked in 

favour of applicant O 
Number of ballots marked 4s 

opposed to applicant 5 


APPLICATIONS FOR CERTIFICATION WITHDRAWN DURING MAY 1961 





9Q46-61-R: General Truck Drivers' Union, Local 938, affiliated 
with the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant )v. Central 
Truck Lines Limited (Cooksville) (Respondent). (14 employees) 


1133-61-R: Christian Labour Association of Canada (Applicant) 
v. Dresden Tile Yard Limited (Dresden) (Respondent). 
(13 employees) 


1135-61-R: The United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners 
of America, Local Union 1669 (Applicant) v. McNamara 
Construction Limited (District of Thunder Bay) (Respondent). 
(13 employees) 


1136-61-R: International Hod Carriers Building and Common 
Labourers! Union of America, Local 607 (Applicant ) v. Anderson 
Block and Tile Limited (Port Arthur) (Respondent). 

(9 employees) 


1189-61-R: International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers 
(Applicant) v. Bulldog Electric Products Company (Canada) 
Limited (Clayson Road plant at Metropolitan Toronto) 
(Respondent). (108 employees) 


1207-61-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 


Applicant) v. Cemp investments Ltd. (C.I.L. Bldg. ) (Toronto) 
Respondent). (4 employees) 


1224-61-R: International Association of Bridge, Structural 

and Ornamental Iron Workers, Local 765 (Applicant) v. Canadian 

Vickers Limited (High Spee* Wind Tunnel, Uplands Airport Area, 

Ottawa, and Counties of Addington, Carleton, Dundas, Frontenac, 
Glengarry, Grenville, Lanark, Leeds, Lennox, Prescott, Renfrew, 
Russell, Stormont, and all of the County of Hastings except the 
Townships of Marmora, Rawdon, Sidney and Thurlow) (Respondent). 
(11 employees) 


1243-61-R: Canadian Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, No. 
1O4-N.C.C.L. (Applicant) v. Sutherland & Schultz (Counties of 
Waterloo, Wellington and Perth) (Respondent) v. International 
Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, Local 804 (Intervener). 
(27 employees) 
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1254-61-R: L.U. 559, International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers (Applicant) v. Northern Telephone Limited (New 
Liskeard) (Respondent). v. Communications Workers of America 
(Intervener)., (23 employees) 


1290-61-R; Building Service Employees! International Union, 
Local 210 (Applicant) v. Villa Maria Nursing Home (Windsor) 
(Respondent). (24 employees) 


APPLICATIONS FOR DECLARATION TERMINATING BARGAINING RIGHTS 
DISPOSED OF DURING MAY 1961 


794-60-R: Driver Salesmen of Lewis Bakeries Limited 

(Applicant) v. Teamsters Local Union 880 affiliated with 
International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen 
and Helpers of America (Respondent). (Dismissed), 

(17 employees) 


(Re: Lewis Bakeries Limited, 
London, Ontario) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The respondent union, which was party 
to a collective agreement with Lewis Bakeries, 
Limited, the employer of the employees who seek 
termination of the respondent's bargaining 
rights in the instant application, applied for 
conciliation services and the request was 
granted on August 3, 1960. We find that the 
instant application is untimely under section 
46(2)(b)(i) of The Labour Relations Act in 
that, although more than 30 days have elapsed 
after the conciliation process had been completed, 
nevertheless 12 months had not elapsed from the 
date of the granting of the request for conet]- 
iation, which is the ‘later! date provided for in 
Section 46(2)(b) of the Act. The application is 
accordingly dismissed," 


1027-61-R: United Dairy and Poultry Co-Operative - Cobden 
Plant Limited (Applicant) v. Retail, Wholesale, Department 
Store Union, Local 440 (Respondent). (Dismissed). 

(17 employees) 


(Re: United Dairy and Poultry Co-Operative, 
Cobden Plant) 
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The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The Board finds that the applicant and 
the respondent entered into a collective agree- 
ment on February 1st, 1959, which was to remain 
in effect until January 31st, 1961 and continue 
in force from year to year thereafter, unless 
in any year not more than Sixty days and not 
less than thirty days before the end of any 
yearly period, either party shall furnish the 
other with notice of termination of, or proposed 
revision of the agreement, 


The Board further finds that neither 
party to the collective agreement furnished the 
other with notice of termination of, or proposed 
revision of the collective agreement within the 
time specified in the collective agreement and 
that the collective agreement has automatically 
renewed itself for a further period of one year 
from February ist, 1961. 


The Board therefore finds that the appli- 
cation for a declaration terminating the 
bargaining rights of the respondent is untimely 
and is accordingly dismissed. 


The attention of the parties is drawn to 
the Board's decision in Kingston Terminal 
Restaurant Ltd. Case, C.C.H. Canadian Labour Law 


Reporter W716, 163." 


1039-61-R: Rayvor Construction Limited (Applicant) v. United 
Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America, Local 2486 
(Respondent). (Dismissed). 


(Re: Rayvor Construction Limited, 
Sudbury, Ontario) 


The Board endorsed the Record as Tollows: 


"Having regard to the facts that the 
applicant had no employees on the date the 
application was made and that the respondent had 
Sought to bargain, but no negotiations were 
entered into due to the fact that the applicant 
had no employees, the Board finds that the appli- 
cant has failed to establish that the respondent 
has not sought to bargain." 
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1040-61-R: Rayvor Construction Limited (City of Sudbury) 
pplicant) v. International Hod Carriers, Building and 


ommon Laborers' Union, Local 493 (Respondent). (Dismissed). 


(3 employees), 


(Re: Rayvor Construction Limited, 
Sudbury, Ontario) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The Board finds that the applicant 
was a member of the Sudbury Builder's Exchange 
on the lst day of December, 1958, the date on 
which a collective agreement was entered into 
between Sudbury Builder's Exchange and the 
respondent, which agreement was to remain in 
force and effect until January 15th, 1960. 


The Board further finds that during 
the term of the collective agreement, the 
Sudbury Builder's Exchange notified the res- 
pondent that the applicant had ceased to be a 
member of the Sudbury Builder's Exchange and 
pursuant to the provisions of section Soh of 
The Labour Relations Act for the remainder of 
the term of the duration of the agreement, the 
applicant is deemed to be a party to a like 
agreement with the respondent. 


Article 2 of the collective agreement 
between the applicant ana the respondent provides 
inter alia that unless written notice is given 
by either party, the agreement shall remain in 
force from year to year after the terminal date 
of the agreement. 


The Board further finds that no such 
notice in writing was given by either party 
and that the agreement dated December Behia ooo 
has been automatically renewed and is SGL11.in 
full force and effect, 


This application is accordingly untimely 
and is therefore dismissed." 


1212-61-R: Doreen Egerland (Applicant) v. United Packing- 
house Workers of America, on behalf of its Local Union No. 
470 (Respondent). (Dismissed). (54 employees) 


(Ret Proctor Packers Limited, 
Brantford, Ontario) 
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The Board endorsed the Record ag follows: 


"The respondent union, which was party 
to a collective agreement with Proctor Packers 
Limited, the employer of the employees who seek 
termination of the respondent's bargaining rights 
in the instant application, applied for concil- 
lation services and the request was granted on 
September 20, 1960. We find that the instant 
application is untimely under section 46(2)(b) 
(i) of The Labour Relations Act in that, although 
more than 30 days have elapsed after the concil- 
iation process had been completed, nevertheless 
12 months had not elapsed from the date of the 
granting of the request for conciliation, which 
1s the 'later' date provided for in section 46(2) 
(b) of the Act. The application is accordingly 
dismissed." 


1144-61-R: Standard Steel Office Workers (Applicant) v. United 
Steel Workers of America (Respondent). (Dismissed). 
(18 employees) 


(Re: Standard Steel Construction Co., 
Port Robinson, Ontario) 


The Board endorsed the Record ag follows: 


"The respondent was certified as 
bargaining agent of all office, clerical and 
technical employees of Standard Steel Con- 
Struction Company, Division of United Steel 
Corporation Limited, at Port Robinson, save 
and except department managers and persons 
above the rank of department manager on the 
lith day of May, 1960. 


This application for a declaration 
terminating the bargaining rights of the 
Merrie ne was made on the 29th day of April, 
19601. 


Section 43 (1) of The Labour Relations 
Act provides, inter alia, that if a trade union 
does not make a collective agreement with the 
employer within one year after its certification, 
any of the employees in the bargaining unit may 
apply to the Board for a declaration that the 
trade union no longer represents the employees 
in the bargaining unit. 
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Since a year had not elapsed between 
the date of the certification and the date 
of the making of this application, this 
application is untimely. 


In view of these circumstances, the 
Board is of the opinion that the applicant 
has not made out a prima facie case for the 
remedy requested and the application is 
therefore dismissed." 


APPLICATIONS UNDER SECTION 34(5) OF THE ACT DISPOSED OF 
DURING MAY 1901 


1097-61-M: Lumber and Sawmill Workers! Union, Local 2537 
eee) Vv. Wesmak Lumber Company Limited (Westree) 


Respondent ). 


APPLICATIONS FOR DECLARATION THAT STRIKE UNLAWFUL DISPOSED OF 
DURING MAY 1901 


997-61-U: Jack Coghlan Carrying on business as Superior 
Diving and Salvaging (Applicant) v. Harry Honiak, Stan 
Anderson, Jack Olson and Others (Port Arthur) (Respondents). 
(Withdrawn). 


1024-61-U: Husband Transport Limited (Weston) (Applicant) 
v. D. Smith et al (Respondents). (Withdrawn). 


1038-61-U: Direct Winters Limited poaenES (Applicant) v. 
J. Tomassini et al (Respondents). (Withdrawn). 


1171-S1-U: Bert Majoros, carrying on business under the firm 
name and style of "Major Construction Company" (Blower & 
Heating Building Project, Ashbridge Bay) (Applicant) v. 
Bricklayers, Stone Masons, Plasterers International Union, 
Local 2, Toronto (Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


1172-61-U: Bert Majoros, carrying on business under the 
firm name and style of "Major Construction Company" (Blower 
& Heating Building Project, Ashbridge Bay) (Applicant) v. 
W. McNally et al (Respondents). (Withdrawn). 


1327-61-U: Whyte Packing Company Limited (Stratford) 
(Applicant) v. Edward Elder et al (Respondents). (Withdrawn). 
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APPLICATIONS FOR CONSENT TO PROSECUTE DISPOSED OF DURING 
MAY 1961 


4Ou-60-U: Local 24825 of the Canadian Labour pon 
Applicant) v. Industrial Wire and Cable Limited (Toronto) 
Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


941-61-U: The Builders! Exchange of the City of London and 
The Frid Construction Company Limited (Westminster Hospital 
Job Site, London) (Applicant) v. United Brotherhood of 
Carpenters and Joiners of America Local 1946 and J.M. Jones 
(Respondent). (Granted). 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"Consent to prosecute both respondents 
is granted for the following offence:- 
that on or about the 10th day of March, 1961, 
the respondent trade union did call or autho- 
rize an unlawful strike contrary to section 
55 of The Labour Relations Act, and on or 
about the same date the respondent, J.M. Jones, 
did counsel, procure, support or encourage the 
said unlawful strike also contrary to section 
55 of The Labour Relations Act." 


960-61-U: National Union of Public Employees (Applicant) v. 
The Board of Education of The Township of North York 
(Willowdale) (Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


968-61-U: United Steelworkers of America (Applicant) v. 
Wright Assemblies Limited (Strathroy) (Respondent) (Granted). 


The Board endorsed the Record ag follows: 


"For the reasons given orally at the 
hearing of this case, the Board consents to the 
institution of a prosecution against the res- 
pondent for the following offence alleged to 
have been committed by the respondent:- that 
the respondent did on or about and following 
the end day of March 1961, alter the hours of 
work for its employees in the Paint Line 
Department contrary to section 59 (1) of The 
Labour Relations Act. 


The appropriate documents will issue." 
Board Member R.W. Teagle dissented and said: 


"I dissent. On the evidence before me, 
I would not have granted consent." 
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998-61-U: Jack Coghlan, Carrying on Business as Superior 
Diving and Salvaging (Port Arthur) (Applicant) v. The 
Seafarers! International Union of North America Canadian 
District (Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


1032-61-U: Husband Transport Limited (Weston) (Applicant) 
VV. DD. smith, A. Pennell, A. Fraser and RK.’ Davidson, 
(Respondents). (Granted). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The Board consents to the institution 
of a prosecution against D. Smith, A. Pennell, 
A. Fraser and R. Davidson, four of the res- 
pondents in this matter for the following 
offence alleged to have been committed: 


That the said D. Smith, A. Pennell, 
A. Fraser and R. Davidson did contravene 
section 54 (1) of The Labour Relations Act 
in that they did engage in an unlawful 
strike, on April 19, 1967." 


1173-61-U: Bert Majoros, carrying on business under the 

firm name and style of "Major Construction Company" (Applicant) 
v. Bricklayers, Stone Masons, Plasterers International Union, 
Local 2, Toronto (Respondent). (Withdrawn), 


APPLICATIONS UNDER SECTION 65 (UNFAIR LABOUR PRACTICE) 
DISPOSED OF DURING MAY 1961 


523-60-U: Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen of 
North America (Complainant) v. Wickett and Craig Limited 
(Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"We are satisfied that Geoffrey Robinson 

was discharged by the respondent on January 
25th, 1961, contrary to The Labour Relations 
Act. We determine (1) that Geoffrey Robinson 
shall be reinstated forthwith in the position 
he held at the time of his discharge; (2) 
that he shall be paid forthwith the sum of 
eae on account of his loss of earnings; 

3) that the parties meet forthwith, with a 
view to agreeing on the amount, less the amount 
set out in (2), of the loss of earnings and 
other employment benefits that Geoffrey Robinson 
sustained, by reason of his having been discharged 
contrary to the Act, between the date of his dis- 
charge and the date of his reinstatement; and (4) 
in default of agreement between the parties on 
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the amount. required to in (3) within 14 days 
after the release of this determination or 
within such longer period as they may 
mutually agree upon, the issue as to the full 
amount to be paid to Geoffrey Robinson will 
be determined by the Board upon the request 
of either party." 


Board Member R.W. Teagle dissented and said: 


"I dissent. I find that Geoffrey 
Robinson was not discharged by the respondent 
contrary to The Labour Relations Act. The 
complaint should therefore be dismissed." 


856-60-U: Michael McLaren (Complainant) v. Canadian West- 
inghouse Employees! (Hamilton Works) Credit Union Limited 
(Respondent ). 


899-60-U: International Association of Machinists (Complainant) 
v. Titan Truck Limited (Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


976-61-U: International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers, Local 419, (Complainant) v. Bulk-Lift 
Systems Limited (Respondent). 


1012-61-U: International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers, Local 419 eee) v. National 
Sea Products Limited (Respondent). (Dismissed). 


(SEE INDEXED ENDORSEMENTS PAGE) 


1018-61-U: United Steelworkers of America (Complainant) v. 
Fedor's 5 Minute Car Wash (Respondent). 


1095-61-U: Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers, 
Local Union 880 (Complainant) v. Thames Valley Ambulance Ltd. 
(Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


1149-61-U: International Woodworkers of America (Complainant) 
V. Roti Wood and Metal Products Company Limited (Respondent). 


1157-61-U: United Steelworkers of America (Complainant) v. 
Skiltool Company Limited (Respondent). 


1209-61-U: O11, Chemical & Atomic Workers International Union 
(Complainant) v. Liquid Cargo Lines (Respondent). 


1276-61-U: International Association of Machinists (Complainant) 
v. Gillis & Warren Limited (Respondent). 
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SPECIAL ENDORSEMENTS IN CERTIFICATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED 
OF BY BOARD 


341-60-R: Timberworkers!' Independent Union (Applicant) Vv. 
Jim Mathieu Limited (within the area bounded on the South 
by the international boundary between Canada and the United 
States of America, on the North by King's Highway Number 17, 
on the West by a line running due north and south through 
the Town of Kenora, Ontario, and on the East by a line 
running due north and south through the Hamlet of Shabaqua, 
Ontario (Respondent) v. Lumber and Sawmill Workers! Union, 
Local 2693 (Intervener). (Dismissed May, 1961) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The applicant made this application for 
certification on December 28th, 1960 and filed 
therewith documentary evidence of membership on 
behalf of 31 persons. The registrar fixed 
January 17th, 1961 as the terminal date for the 
application. The intervener filed its inter- 
vention on January 13th and submitted, inter alia, 
that ‘the respondent company, its agents or 
officers did financially aid in the formation of 
the applicant union, and in fact were instrumental 
in the formation of the union, contrary to Section 
10 of the L.R.A. - R.S.0. 1960, Chapter 202'., 

The hearing of the application by the Board was 
originally scheduled for January 23rd in Toronto. 
Since the Board had arranged for hearings in 
other matters to be held in Port Arthur, the 
Board, on January 19th, advised the parties that, 
for their convenience, the hearing would be held 
in Port Arthur on February 9th. 


The applicant filed its statement on status 
of trade union and its declaration concerning 
membership documents on January 19th, the date fixed 
for the filing of these documents under the Board's 
Rules of Procedure. The letter containing these 
documents was mailed by registered mail on January 
19th and also contained documentary evidence of 
membership on behalf of 12 persons in addition to 
those persons for whom the applicant had filed such 
evidence on or before the terminal date. On January 
23rd the registrar returned to the applicant this 
additional evidence of membership and advised it 
that the evidence had been filed 2 days after the 
terminal date. (See subsection 1 of section 50 of 
the Board's Rules of Procedure). By letter dated 
January 31st the applicant's solicitors requested 
an extension of the date for filing evidence of 
membership. 
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The Board denied this request in a decision dated 
February 2nd, 1961. 


By letter dated January 24th the respondent's 
solicitors requested particulars of the allegations 
of tmpropriety made against the respondent by the 
intervener. Particulars were filed with the Board 
on January 30th and were served cn the respondent's 
solicitors by the registrar. By letter dated Feb- 
ruary lst the respondent's solicitors requested 
further particulars in respect of the allegations 
made by the intervener and such particulars were 
filed with the Board on February 6th. On the same 
date the Board issued 14 summonses at the request 
of the intervener's solicitors. 


On February 8th, the day before the hearing was 
to take place at Port Arthur, the applicant's 
solicitors, by telegram, advised the Board that, as a 
result of the Board's decision of February end, the 
application was being withdrawn at this time. [In 
view of the late hour at which this telegram was 
received at the office of the Board, no action could 
be taken to deal with this attempt by the applicant 
to terminate the proceeding. The application accord- 
ingly came on for hearing in Port Arthur on February 
9th. 


At the hearing counsel for the applicant re- 
quested leave to withdraw the instant application and 
indicated, inter alia, that the applicant contemplated 
making a new application so that it could file all its 
evidence of membership in accordance with the Board's 
Rules of Procedure. Counsel for the intervener 
requested the Board to impose a bar of 6 months on the 
applicant under section 77(2) (i) of The Labour Relations 
Act. In support of his request counsel for the inter- 
vener submitted that (1) in the circumstances of this 
case the conduct of the applicant was irresponsible; 

(2) in view of the allegations made by the intervener, 
the applicant should not have time in which to cleanse 
itself before proceeding with an application for certi- 
fication; and (3) since the Board does not have power to 
order costs in circumstances such as existed in this 
case, the Board should impose a bar on the applicant. 


The Board does not automatically impose a bar on 
an applicant upon its request to withdraw its appli- 
cation;in this respect it is normally the policy of the 
Board, where a matter has come on for hearing, to dismiss 
the application rather than to grant leave to the appli- 
cant to withdraw. 
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It is the policy of the Board generally to bar an 
unsuccessful applicant for 6 months after a vote 
has been taken. There have been circumstances in 
which a trade union has sought leave to withdraw 
its application and the Board has indicated that 
it would entertain representations by the parties 
on the timeliness of a new application by the 
applicant within the 6-month period. Thus, for 
example, in the Mathias Quellette Case, (1955) 

CCH Canadian Labour Law Reporter, Transfer Binder 
716,026, C.L.S. 76-485, a representation vote was 
directed and the application was then dismissed by 
the Board before the vote was taken upon the re- 
quest of the applicant for leave to withdraw; the 
Board refused to impose a bar on the applicant but 
declared that, in the event that the applicant 
should file a new application, the onus would lie 
on the applicant to show that special circumstances 
existed which would warrant the new application be- 
ing entertained at that time. See also the Hydro 
Electric Commission of Hamilton Case, (1958) CCH 
Canadian Labour Law Reporter, Transfer Binder 
qio,eo, O,L78% 76-617 . 


In the circumstances of this case the Board is 
not prepared to impose a bar of six months on the 
applicant. Should there be another application for 
certification covering the employees affected by this 
application, the Board will, at that time, entertain 
any representations the parties may wish to make with 
respect to the timeliness of that application. 


The application is dismissed." 


716-60-R: International Hod Carriers!, Building and Common 
Labourers! Union of America, Local 813 aera Vo Leo 
Contracting Company Limited (Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent). 
(Granted May 1961). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"At the hearing of this application on March 16, 
1961, counsel for the respondent contended that the 
28 employees in the bargaining unit on the date of 
the application, February 28, 1961, did not constitute 
a substantial and representative segment of the res- 
pondent's work force. He submitted, therefore, that 
this application for certification was premature and 
relied on the principles set forth in the following 
cases: Frant and Waselovich 2 C.L.S., 76-539 and 
The Canadian Westinghouse Case, C.C.H. Canadian 
Labour Law Reporter, 1955-59 Transfer Binder, 916,041. 
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Mr. MacCallum, the Vice-President and General 
Manager of the respondent, stated in evidence that 
the company had outstanding contracts for some 
$700,000. which would require an additional work 
force of between 50 to 60 labourers. He explained 
that it was the company's intention to commence 
work on these contracts and to increase its work 
force accordingly as soon as weather conditions 
permitted. Following the date of the hearing, how- 
ever, the respondent informed the Board by a letter 
dated April 24, 1961, that as of the latter date, 
the company had still only some 37 labourers in its 
employ. 


On the evidence before us, no significant 
build-up of the work force has materialized in 
approximately two months since the date of the 
filing of the application. Under these circum- 
stances and having regard to the fact that sub- 
stantial fluctuations of the work force are normally 
commonplace occurrences in the construction industry, 
we find that the employees in the bargaining unit on 
the date of the application must be considered as 
constituting a substantial and representative comple- 
ment of the employees in the bargaining unit." 


20,447-60: International Woodworkers of America (Applicant) v. 
Maple Leaf Veneer Co., Limited (Durham) (Respondent). 
(Dismissed May 1961). 


On March 22nd, 1961 the Board further endorsed the Record in 
part as follows: 


"On January 19th, 1961, the Board directed the 
taking of a representation vote of employees of the 
respondent in the bargaining unit. The Registrar 
directed all interested parties to refrain and desist 
from propaganda and electioneering from midnight, 
Saturday, the 4th day of February, 1961, up to Feb- 
ruary 8th, 1961, until the vote was taken. The 
representation vote was held on February 8th, and 
less than a majority of those persons eligible to 
vote cast their ballots in favour of the union: 


A few days prior to the commencement of the no- 
propaganda period the respondent company sent a letter 
to all its employees setting forth certain inform- 
ation and statements that the company felt 'should be 
borne in mind' by its employees when they went to the 
polling booth. 
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The contents of this letter referred, inter alia, 
to the Japanese trade and the difficulties and un- 
certainties which it presented to the respondent's 
industry. 








On February 7th, the day preceding the vote, 
the company posted notices to its employees on the 
company bulletin board where all employees could 
see it and this notice remained posted until Feb- 
ruary 8th. This notice informed the employees, 
inter alia, that the President of Kingsway Lumber 
Co. Ltd., who it stated was the company's 'most 
faithful and valuable customer! had embarked on a 
tour of the West Coast and Japan to obtain orders. 
It concluded by saying, 'this means that our last 
stronghold in Toronto - the most important Canadian 
market - has gone'. 








While Counsel for the applicant union stated 
that he would not have objected to the contents and 
posting of the notice if it had stood alone, he 
argued that when the notice is read in the light of 
the contents of the prior letter that it must be 
construed as constituting propaganda during the no- 
propaganda period. 


On the evidence in this case, we find that the 
contents and posting of this notice can only be inter- 
preted as election propaganda during the no-propaganda 
period. 


The consequence of publishing propaganda contrary 
to the Registrar's direction is set out in the Stauffer- 
Dobbie Manufacturing Co. Limited Case, CCH Canadian 


Labour Law Reporter (1955-59, Transfer Binder) 916,147 


ao Diese ot 


‘As the Board stated in the Rogers-Majestic Ltd. 
Case (1948) D.L.S. 7-1382; the no-propaganda 

rule is an absolute prohibition. The Board will 
not enquire into whether the electioneering or 
propaganda complained of did or did not influence 
the voters. A party guilty of infringing the 
rule will not be permitted to profit by its ow 
wrongdoing and a new vote will be directed at the 
request of any innocent party to the proceedings. ! 





The result of the vote held on February 8th, 1961, 
is therefore, set aside and the Board directs that a new 
representation vote be taken of the employees of the 
respondent in the bargaining unit. 
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All employees of the respondent in the bargaining 
unit on the date hereof who do not voluntarily 
terminate their employment or are not discharged 


for cause between the date hereof and the time the 


vote is taken will be eligible to vote." 


SPECIAL ENDORSEMENTS IN CONCILIATION APPLICATIONS 


1002-61-C: Brotherhood of Painters, Decorators and Paper- 
hangers of America, Sarnia Local No. 1590, Glass Workers 


Division, A.F. of L. - C.1I.0. (Applicant) v. Canadian 
Pittsburgh Industries Limited, Sarnia, Ont., Warehouse 
(Respondent). (Dismissed May, 1961) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The applicant requests that conciliation 
services be made available to the parties with 
respect to the employees of the respondent in the 
bargaining unit defined in the collective agree- 
ment between the partics made October 15th, 1958. 
However, the Board granted conciliation services 
to the parties with respect to these employees on 
July 13th, 1960 and the matter was referred to 
the Minister. (File No. 19687-60.). 


On the basis of the evidence before the 
Board, it appears that a conciliation officer 
was appointed in due course, that he effected a 
settlement for an agreement between the parties, 
and that no memorandum of settlement was signed 
by the parties. While the new agreement has been 
prepared for execution, it has not been signed by 
the parties. Accordingly, the Board finds that, 
since the date on which the applicant's original 
request for conciliation services was granted by 
this Board, no collective agreement has been 
entered into between the applicant and the res- 
pondent. See in this connection the decision of 
the Board in the Canada Machinery Co. Case,dated 
Nora With, 196). 


In the Sarnia Observer Case (1959) CCH 
Canadian Labour Law Reports, Transfer Binder, 
416,132, C.L.S. 76-635, the Board held that it 
had no jurisdiction to entertain a second appli- 
cation for conciliation services where that 
application was based on bargaining rights flow- 
ing from a collective agreement which had already 
formed the basis for a prior grant of conciliation 
services by the Board." 
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No conciliation board has been appointed 
and the Minister has not informed the parties that 
he does not deem it advisable to appoint a con- 
ciliation board. It is clear, therefore, that the 
parties have not exhausted the conciliation process 
made available to them under the original grant by 
this Board on July 13th, 1960. 


In these circumstances this application is 
untimely and is accordingly dismissed." 


1078-61-C: Sheet Metal Workers' International Association 
Tocal Union 537 (Applicant v. Obies Tin Shop (Hamilton) 
(Respondent). (Dismissed May 1961). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The applicant requests that conciliation 
services be made available to the parties with 
respect to the employees of the respondent in 
the bargaining unit defined in the collective 
agreement between the parties effective May l, 
1956. However, the Board granted conciliation 
services to the parties with respect to these 
employees on May 2, 1958, and the matter was 
referred to the Minister. (File No. 15170-58). 


On the basis of the evidence before the 
Board, it appears that, since the date on which 
the applicant's original request for conciliation 
services was granted to this Board, no collective 
agreement has been entered into between the 
applicant and the respondent. 


In the Sarnia Observer Case (1959) CCH 
Canadian Labour Law Reports, Transfer Binder, 
G16,132, C.L.8. 75-635, the Board held that it 
nad’ no jurisdiction to entertain 4 second 
application for conciliation services where 
that application was based on bargaining rights 
flowing from a collective agreement which had 
already formed the basis for a prior grant of 
conciliation services by the Board." 
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SPECIAL ENDORSEMENTS IN COMPLAINT OF UNFAIR PRACTICE IN 
EMPLOYMENT (SECTION 65) APPLICATIONS 
DISPOSED OF BY THE BOARD 


1012-61-U: International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers, Local 419 (Complainant) v. National 
Sea Products Limited (Respondent). (Dismissed May, 1961). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"On considering the statements made to the 
field officer, Mr. F.D. Edwards, in the course 
of his inquiry into the complaint in this 
matter, we find that the evidence in this case 
does not disclose a violation of any of the 
unfair practice provisions of The Labour Relations 
Act. Indeed, it would appear that the complainant 
is not resting its complaint on a violation of the 
unfair practice sections of the Act but ig taking 
the position that the language of subsection 1 of 
section 65 of the Act comprehends a situation 
where a complainant alleges that an employer has 
discriminated against an employee on grounds other 
than those that fall within the express prohibitions 
under the Act. In our opinion, section 65 is a 
procedural and remedial section. It does not in 
itself establish a substantive right. The Board's 
Jurisdiction to grant relief under section 65 is 
limited to cases in which the aggrieved person has 
been refused employment, discharged, discriminated 
against, threatened, coerced, intimidated, or other- 
wise dealt with contrary to some specific provision 
of The Labour Relations Act. The complaint is 
accordingly dismissed." 


TRUSTEESHIP REPORT FILED 


T15-61 UNITED GARMENT WORKERS OF AMERICA Local 253 
at Toronto, taken into Trusteeship on March 
21, 1961, under supervision of Mrs. Emily 
Ross on recommendation of the General 
Executive Board of the United Garment Workers 
of America. Report filed by Joseph P. McCurdy, 
General President and E.M. Hogan, General 
Secretary-Treasurer, 
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PART TWO 
STATISTICAL TABLES 
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STATISTICAL TABLES 


Applications and Complaints to the 
Ontario Labour Relations Board 


Hearings of the Labour Relations Board 


Applications and Complaints Disposed 
of by Ontario Labour Relations Board 


Applications and Complaints Disposed of 
by Board by Major Types 


Representation Votes in Certification 
Applications Disposed of by the Board 


Representation Votes in Termination 
Applications Disposed of by the Board 


Supplementary Report 


Applications Disposed of by the Board 
under Sections 59, 60 & 65 of The 
Labour Relations Act R.S.0O. L950; 
c. 194 during the Calendar Year 1960. 
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TABLE I 


APPLICATIONS & COMPLAINTS TO THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 


Number of Applications Filed 





Type of Application May ist 2 months of fiscal year 
r61 1-62 0-61 
toy Certification 60 103 130 
II. Declaration Terminating } 
Bargaining Rights 5 15 6 
Til. Declaration of Successor 

status = ~ i 
ie Conca tiation Services) 118 257 198 

V. Declaration that 
Strike Unlawful 3 8 4 

VI. Declaration that 
Lockout Unlawful - - 2 
VII. Consent to Prosecute 2 ity eal 


Pou.) Complaint of Unfair 
| Practice in Employment 


(Section 65) ay 23 - 
IX. Miscellaneous dy 4 1 
TOTAL 203 4O3 367 
TABI be 


HEARINGS OF THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 


Number 
May ist 2 months of fiscal year 
r61 1-02 0-01 


SSS 


Hearings and continuation 
of Hearings by the Board 106 ai 142 


eh ene 


'¥ 


fae 


“okt se if “a: 


aliontacr! ‘netthadtaeeem es 
adits dit 2 nbake att cae 


Moan ie to! aphansas: a x 


mY i 


vay ; 2G ‘nolgad tt un 


nes soltuaitoat | 
fy wet ALS ae 


‘aaes nokia a 4 
{ Ah sor sl wes i ae ‘3 Ft Sen 


“ahs age ie eo es 
Shobcel Grid at poktenag 
he Le bert) aa 


v* 





ns vig eae 


TABLE TILT 


APPLICATIONS & COMPLAINTS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR 
RELATIONS BOARD BY MAJOR TYPES 





Type of Application Ma 1st 2 months of fiscal year 
SI 1-62 0-601 
Lonlercirication 62 122 i2e 


tL. oeclaration Terminating 
Bargaining Rights 6 10 | 9 


Til. Declaration of Successor 
status 5 


IV. Conciliation Services 149 261 166 


V. Declaration that 
Strike Unlawful- 


OV 
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VI. Declaration that 
Lockout Unlawful 1 


VII. Consent to Prosecute vs 14 22 


VIII. Complaint of Unfair 
Practice in Employment 
(Section 65) Ve 21 


IX. Miscellaneous 


as vida SS 
TOTAL 243 439 ao5 
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TABLE IV 


APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 
BY TYPES AND BY DISPOSITION 


*Emp loyees 


Disposition May Sb Ms witeecad Vou Mey Letra ms, ©£iseal vr. 
"61 GPaOO ey (i GOsOl) iin WOr 1-62 0-61 








Certification 








Certified 35 73 84 TAT 1309 2496 
Dismissed a 34 au 900 1638 O77 
Withdrawn 10 15 14 20 616 357 

TOTAL 62 122 cee 1887 3563 3830 





Termination of Bargaining Rights 





Terminated ~ a 4 - 91 
Dismissed 6 8 1 92 101 wa 
Withdrawn ~ ul Ly - - 380 

TOTAL 6 10 9 2 118 488 


These figures refer to the number of employees directly affected 
and are based on the number of employees in the bargaining units 
at the time the applications for certification were filed with 
the Board. Totals for applications dismissed and withdrawn are 
approximate. 
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TTI Conciliation Services* 


Referred 


Dismissed 
Withdrawn 


TOTAL 


ong Declaration that 
Strike Unlawful 


Granted 
Dismissed 
Withdrawn 


TOTAL 


V Declaration that 
Lockout Unlawful 


Granted 


Dismissed 
Withdrawn 


TOTAL 


VI Consent to 
Prosecute 


Granted 


Dismissed 
Withdrawn 


TOTAL 


APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY 
BOARD (continued) 


Number of appl'ns Dis. of 


May 
rol 


helt 








Lee oe Mos. Fiscal yr. 
1-62 0-61 
247 say 

6 3 
8 6 
261 166 
i 1 
- 1 
6 5 
eoneit & 

- 1 
- if 
4 9 
- Z 
10 dt 
14, 22 


* Includes applications for conciliation services re 
unions claiming successor status. 
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TABLE V 


REPRESENTATION VOTES IN CERTIFICATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED 
OF BY THE BOARD 


Number of Votes 
Ma lst 2 months of fiscal yr. 
Tél 1-02 0-61 





* Certification After Vote 


pre-hearing vote - 6 - 
post*hearing vote S 5 6 

Dismissed After Vote 
pre-hearing 1 2 ~ 
post-hearing 4 14 al 
TOTAL Ld Lh 18 


* Includes applicant - intervener applications in which both 
applicant and intervener apply for a new unit and either 
applicant or intervener is certified, 


TABLE VI 


REPRESENTATION VOTES IN TERMINATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF 
BY THE BOARD 


Number of Votes 
May 1802 months of. Fiscal: yr. 
Or 01-62 O-o] 


Respondent Union Successful 
Respondent Union Unsuccessful 


TOTAL = 


* In termination proceedings where a vote is taken, the applicant 
is a group of employees, or the employer; the incumbent union is 
thus the respondent. 
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APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE BOARD 
UNDER SECTIONS 59, 60 & 65 OF THE 
LABOUR RELATIONS ACT R.S.0., 1950 0.194 
DURING THE CALENDAR YEAR 1960 


vy | INTRODUCTION 


Under sections 59, 60 and 65 of the 1950 Act, as amended, (now 
Bectuions 67, 66 and 74 respectively, R.S.0.,; 1960, ¢. 202) various 


types of complaints may be filed with the Board. An employer or 


_ prosecution (section 65 
briefly reviews the nature of the Board's activities in these areas 


an employers! organization may apply for a declaration that a 
strike is unlawful (section 59); a union or the employees concerned 
may apply for a declaration that a lockout is unlawful (section 60); 
and any interested party may apply for consent to institute a 

. This supplement to the Monthly Report 


in the year under review. 


2. APPLICATIONS FOR DECLARATION THAT STRIKE UNLAWFUL 


Twenty-seven applications were filed under this heading during 
the calendar year 1960. 25 were filed by individual employers and 
2 by employers! organizations. A total of 15 trade unions and 361 
individuals were named in the applications. The disposition of 


- these cases and the industrial classification of the employers 


involved is revealed by the accompanying table. (Table I) 
TABLE I 
Disposition of Applications for Declaration that Strike Unlawful 
by Industrial Classification 
(For Calendar Year 1960) 


Industrial Granted Dismissed Withdrawn Withdrawn Total 
Classification ey before after 
Hearing Hearing 
_ Construction | 4 1 nia 4 20 
_ Manufacturing 2 2 4 
Mining 1". 1 
‘Trade 2 2 
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(a) Significant Decisions 


The Board issued a written decision of special 
interest in one case: 
(1) Falconbridge Nickel Mines Limited, reported in the C.C.H. 
Canadian Labour Law Reporter, 16,169, and in the Canadian 


Labour Service, 76-705. 


3. APPLICATIONS FOR DECLARATION THAT LOCKOUT UNLAWFUL 


Only one such application was filed and a 


declaration was issued. 
be APPLICATIONS FOR CONSENT TO PROSECUTE 


(a) General 

The Labour Relations Act prohibits certain courses 
of conduct which have come to be known as "unfair labour 
practices". Persons who engage in these practices are subject 
to prosecution in the courts upon ee in that behalf being 
given by the Labour Relations Board. (See the Labour Relations 
eRe eOes 1950, Cy 194, (ey Gss 1057, 6. 57, 8. (SCL): now 
fees 04 2900, c, 202, 8. 74). 

In the calendar year 1960, the Board disposed of 84 
applications for consent to prosecute. The disposition of 
these cases, as well as the industrial classification of the 
employers involved, is revealed in the accompanying table. 


(Table II) 
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TABLE II 


Disposition of Total Applications for Consent to Prosecute 


by Industrial Classification 
(For Calendar Year 1960) 


Industrial Granted Dismissed Withdrawn Withdrawn Total 
Classification before after 
Hearing Hearing 


Construction 7 4 4o 63 
Logging 1 - - - 1 
Mining ~ - et A 
Manufacturing 4 bn 9 al 13 
Service d 1 Se : 4 
Trade 1 nN ie Me af 
Transportation 1 vt ‘ i Be 

TOTAL ea Mee 54 ie 8a 


(b) Applications by Employers and Employers! Organizations 





60 of the 84 applications for consent to prosecute were 
filed by employers and employers! organizations and they per- 
tained to 19 alleged incidents of unlawful strikes and one 
incident of alleged failure of a union to bargain in good 
faith, 

The disposition of these cases and their origination by 
industrial classification are revealed in the accompanying 


table. (Table III) 
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TABLE IV 


Disposition of Applications for Consent to Prosecute 


by Industrial Classification 
Applications by Trade Unions and Employees 








(For Calendar Year 1960) 


Industrial Granted Dismissed Withdrawn Withdrawn Total 
Classification berore after 
Hearing Hearing 

Construction ci i] a Z 1 
Logging i AS aM i < 
Manufacturing © 4 fe 5 i 9 
Mining vi i i 1 S 
Service zi 1 3 ni id 
Trade i L u 1 
Transportation 1 a “t os 

TOTAL _i0 a8 1d _i 2h 


With respect to the nature of the offense alleged to have 
been committed under the Act, the 9 incidents involved in the 
10 applications granted can be broken down as follows: 


Sections 45 and 47 (Interference with 
union organization and freedom of 
organization) 4 cases 


Section 11 (Failure to bargain in 
food faith) aia 


Section 32(4) (Failure to comply 
with the provisions of an 
arbitration award) oa 


Section 53 (Improperly altering 
of conditions of work) 1 
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(d) Significant Decisions 


Endorsements of special interest were issued in 


two cases: 


(1) 


(2) 


Pigott Construction Company Limited, reported in 
the Monthly Report of the 0.L.R.B. for March 1960, 
pp. 425-26. 


E.S. Fox Plumbing and Heating Limited, reported in 
the Monthly Report of the 0.L.R.B. for March 1960, 
pp. 4o6-28. 
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IT IS THE INTENTION OF THE BOARD TO ISSUE FROM 
TIME TO TIME PRACTICE NOTES ON VARIOUS MATTERS, 
THESE PRACTICE NOTES ARE FOR THE GENERAL GUIDANCE 
AND INFORMATION OF PERSONS WHO MAY HAVE RESORT 

TO THE BOARD, THEY SET OUT THE GENERAL PROCEDURES 
THAT THE BOARD HAS EVOLVED ON THE MATTER WITH 
WHICH THE PRACTICE NOTE DEALS UP TO THE TIME IT Is 
ISSUED, 


a 


bb ' a) a 


| oe es Ce 
Rw a yan 
ha 






ia) ie > aa ." iy st 
yee a ‘i a i ‘* a 
oe " 






ei sea 
a e ao 
nae sh " 


ae 


ae 
Mae! ih An 6 t, NY 














| eanan earzone 


AN 
al 
i 


oe a ea 

| SOMAGLUD JANGMHO, SAT HOT BHA 2ATOM FONTOART ACERT 
| (ROR AVA YAN OHW 2MOZATT TO MOLTANAOMAT GHA 
|  SAUASOONS TARAMED ANT TWO Tae Lent GG A0@ INT OT eA 
“ATW SCPTSM SHT MO GAWIOVE 2aH AACR aND TARE 

er TE Sure ak” Of SU RAsGC STOH sONROAES SH HOTT” 
peli 


| ‘ah ones. lee as a aaa - 





Practice Note 1/61 July 18, 1961 


Ze 


BOARD HEARINGS OF COMPLAINTS 
UNDER SECTION 65 OF 
THE LABOUR RELATIONS ACT 


EA SR DS se a RE TD SET 





Where, on a complaint made pursuant to the provisions of 
section 65 of The Labour Relations Act, a field officer is 
appointed by the Labour Relations Board to inquire into the 
complaint, it is the duty of the field officer to interview 
the aggrieved persons and the parties to the complaint, as 
well as any persons produced by the parties who may have 
knowledge of the complaint, and attempt to effect a 


settlement, 


If the field officer is unable to effect a settlement, he 
submits to the Board his report together with the statements 


he has obtained in the course of his interviews, 


These statements are considered by a screening panel of the 
Board, This panel determines, on the basis of the statements 
made to the field officer and the field officer's report, 
whether the complaint should be dismissed or whether further 


inquiry into the complaint is warranted, 


If the screening panel determines that further inquiry should 
be made, the inquiry may take the form of either (a) a hear 
ing by another panel of the Board, or (b) a hearing by a 


hearing officer appointed by the Board, 
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5. 


Me 


Section 83(3) of The Labour Relations Act provides that 
No information or material furnished 
to or received by a field officer under 
this Act and no report of a field officer 
Shall be disclosed except to the Board,,, 
THE STATEMENTS OBTAINED BY THE FIELD OFFICER CANNOT THERE- 
FORE BE DISCLOSED TO THE PARTIES TO A PROCEEDING UNDER 


SECTION 65 OF THE ACT, 


If the members of the Board who may be called upon to hear 
a complaint on its merits had access to these statements 
and took them into account in arriving at a conclusion, 
they would be making their determination on evidence not 


available to the parties, 


In order to observe the principles set out in section 83(3) 
of the Act and the principles of natural justice, the Board 
has instituted the following procedure: 


(a) As soon as the screening panel had made 
a decision as to whether further inquiry 
into the complaint should be made, the 
statements obtained by the field officer 
are immediately placed in a sealed envelope. 


(b) Neither the hearing panel nor the hearing 
officer, as the case may be, have access to 
the statements obtained by the field officer, 


(c) The only use made of the field officer's 
report is to enable the screening panel to 
determine whether further inquiry should be 
made into the complaint, 


(d) No member of the screening panel participates 
in any hearing which may be conducted there- 
after, 
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(e) The only knowledge of the complaint that the 
hearing panel or the hearing officer, as the 
case may be, have at the commencement of a 
hearing is of matters contained in the formal 
complaint and in the reply to the complaint 
(Form 42) filed by the respondent, 


(f) The only evidence that the hearing panel of 
the Board or the hearing officer considers is 


that adduced through witnesses at a public 
hearing of the complaint, 


As the Board stated in Ontario Stress-Crete Company Case: 


",.ethe primary onus falls on the complainant to prove 
the ingredients of its complaint to the satisfaction of 
the Board,” The complainant is therefore required to 
produce the necessary witnesses at the hearing to prove 
its case, Failure to do so, will result in the dismissal 


of the complaint. 
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PRE-HEARING REPRESENTATION VOTES 
- REQUEST FOR CANCELLATION - 
ALLEGED UNFAIR LABOUR PRACTICES 





Where an applicant for certification has requested 
that a pre-hearing vote be taken and subsequently a 
complaint is made under section 65 of The Labour Relations 
Act relating to some or all of the employees in the bargain- 
ing unit for whom the applicant is seeking certification 
and the applicant for certification then asks for cancellation 
of the pre-hearing vote, the Registrar shall proceed with 
the vote unless unusual circumstances are brought to the 
attention of the Board, which in the Board's opinion 
justify cancellation of the vote, However, if cancellation 
of the vote has been requested, the ballot box will be sealed 
and the ballots not counted pending further direction from 
the Board, Persons who have been discharged and with 
reference to whom the complaint is made will be permitted 


to vote but their ballots will be segregated, 
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PART 1 


CASE LISTINGS 


Applications for Certification 


b Applications Dismissed 


°) Bargaining Agents Certified 
a) Applications Withdrawn 


Applications for Declaration Terminating 
Bargaining Rights 


Applications Under Section 79 of the Act 
Applications for Declaration that 
Strike Unlawful 


Applications for Declaration that 
Lock-out Unlawful 


Applications for Consent to Prosecute 
Applications Under Section 65 of the Act 


Indexed Endorsements 
Certification 


918-61-R Dominion Glass Company 
Limited. 


Conciliation 

138-60-C Seven-Up Bottling Company 
(Fort William) Ltd, 

1196-61-C Federal Masonry 
Contractors et al. 

Consent to Prosecute 


1031-61-U Husband Transport Limited. 


1485-61-U Johnson, Perini, Kiewit. 
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APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATTI:NS 
BOARD DURING JUNE 1961 


Bargaining Agents Certified During May 
No Vote Conducted 


854-61-R: Sportswear Local 199, International Ladies 
Garment Workers Union (Applicant) v. Jay-Ann (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save 
and except foremen, foreladies, persons above the rank of 
foreman or forelady, sales staff and office staff," 

(9 employees in the unit) 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"Because of the unsatisfactory state of the 
evidence which was adduced at the hearing in support 
of the documents filed in opposition to the certifi- 
cation of thé applicant, the Board cannot attach 
any weight to such documents. The documentary 
evidence filed by the objectors does not therefore, 
weaken the applicant's evidence of membership so as 
to require the Board to seek the confirmatory 
evidence of a representation vote," 


965-61-R: United Bretherhood of Carpenters and Joiners cf 
America, Local No, 1€ (Applicant) v. Ontaric Store Fixture 
Co, Ltd. (Respondent) 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters! apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent in tne County of Wentworth, save 
and except foremen and persons above the rank of foremen," 
(11 employees in the unit) 


991-61-R: International Hod Carriers!, Building and Cemmon 
Labourers! Union of America, Local 183 (Applicant) v. Tony 
Suppa Construction (Respondent) 


Unit: "all construction labourers in the employ of the 
respondent in Metropolitan Toronto, save and except non-working 
foremen, and persons above tie rank of non-working foreman," 
(22 employees in “he unit) 


The Board endorsed the Recard in part as follows: 


"The Board is further satisfied on the 
basis of all the evidence before it that the 
employees of the respondent had netice of the 
application and in all the circumstances of 
this case, it is the opinion of the Board 
that a certificate should issue." 
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1017-61-R: United Steelwcrkers of America (Applicant) v. 
Fedor's Five Minute Car Wash (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respendent at its car wash at 
Welland, save and except supervisors, persens above the rank 
of supervisor and office staff." (3 employees in the unit). 





1190-61-R: United Brotherhond of Carpenters and Joiners cf 
America, Local 2486 (Applicant) v. E, Taillefer (Contractor) 
(Respondent ) 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters! apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent in the Town cf Sturgecn Falls and 
within a radius of ten miles from the Sturgeon Falls post 
office, save and except non-working foremen and persons 
ere the rank ~f non-working foreman," (5 employees in the 
unit). 


1223-61-R: Internatinnal Association of Bridge, Structural 
and Ornamental Iren Workers, Local 765 (Applicant: v. 
Canadian Erectors Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all structural iron workers, riggers and welders 
engaged in the erection of steel structures and conveyors 
in the employ of the respondent in the Township of Augusta, 
save and except non-working foremen and persons abcve the 
rank of non-working foreman," (8 employees in the unit) 


1245-61-R: International Hod Carriers! Building and Common 
Labourers’ Union of America Local 837 (Applicant) v. Nick 
Tureski General Contractor (Respondent). 


Unit: "all construction labourers »°f the respondent 
employed at or working out of Niagara Falls, save and except 
non-working foremen and persons above the rank of non-working 
foreman," (4 employees in the unit) 


1253-61-R: The United Association of Jcurneymen and 
Apprentices of the Plumbing and Pipefitting Industry of the 
United States and Canada. Local No 819 (Applicant) v. 
Price Air Conditioning Co, Limited. (Respendent) 


Unit: "all journeymen plumbers, steamfitters and their 
apprentices in the employ of the respondent at the Ontario 
Provincial Police Headquarters at Long Sault, save and 
except non-working feremen and persons abeve the rank cf 
non-working foreman," (3 employees in the unit) 


1266-61-R: International Hod Carriers', Building and Common 
Labourers’ Union of America, Local 527 (Applicant) v. 
Sammy and D, Giamberardino Company (Resp>ndent). 
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Unit: "all construction labourers of the respondent 
employed at and working out of Ottawa, save and except 
non-working foremen and persons above the rank of non- 
working foreman." (2 employees in the unit). 


1267-61-R: International Hod Carriers! Building & Common 
Labourers’ Union of America, Local No. 1059 (Applicant) 
v. E. P. Drewlo, Bricklaying Contractor (Respondent). 


Unit: "all bricklayers and bricklayers' apprentices of 
the respondent employed at and working out of London, 

save and except non-working foremen and persons above 

the rank of non-working foreman," (6 employees in the unit) 


1270-61-R: The National Union of Public Employees 
(Applicant) v. The Art Gallery of Toronto (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees on the maintenance staff o? the 
respondent at Toronto, save and except *oremen, persons 
above the rank of foreman and office staff." 

(8 employees in the unit). 


1275-61-R: National Union of Public Service Employees 
(Applicant) v. The Corporation of the Township of 
Trafalgar (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its road and 
works departments in the Township of Trafalgar, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, engineering 
staff and office staff." (38 employees in the unit). 


1287-61-R: United Steelworkers of America peers v. 
Sheepbridge Engineering (Canada) Limited. (Respondent). 


Unite "all employees of the respondent at its plant 
at Guelph, save and except foremen, persons above the rank 
of foreman and office staff." (15 employees in the unit). 


On June 27, 1961, the Board endorsed the Record in part 
as follows: 


"In view of the circumstances which led up 
to the preparation of the document submitted to the 
Board as indicative of opposition by some of the 
employees of the respondent to the application of 
the applicant, the Board is not prepared to hold 
that the document weakens the evidence of member- 
ship submitted by the applicant so as to make it 
necessary for the Board to seek the confirmatory 
evidence of a representation vote in this case." 


Board Member H.F. Irwin dissented and said: 


"T dissent. I would have given weight to 
the petition and directed that a representation vote 
be conducted." 
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1294-61-R: International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffears, 
Warehousemen and Helpers Local 419, Warehousemen and 
Miscellaneous Drivers (Applicant) Vv. McPherson Warehousing 
Co. Ltd. (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Metropolitan 


Toronto, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman and office staff." (7 employees in the unit). 


1324-61-R: General Truck Drivers, Local 879, International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers 
(Applicant) v. A. Cope & Sons Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its Ready-Mix 
Department at Northcote Street, Hamilton, save and except 
foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and office start, 
7 employees in the unit) 


1326-61-R: International Union of Electrical, Radio and 
Machine, Workers AFL-CIO-CLC (Applicant) v. Garcy Company 
of Canada Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in Metropolitan 
Toronto, save and except foremen, persons above the rank 
of foreman and office staff," (30 employees in the unit ) 3 


1338-61-R: International Union, United Automobile Aircraft and 
Agricultural Implement Workers of America (UAW) (Applicant) 
v. Ford Motor Company of Canada Limited ep enasHey | 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its Glass 
Fabricating Operations Plant in Crowland Township, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office staff, 
plant protection officers, chemists, confidential clerks, 
engineers and engineering technicians, employees of the 
industrial relations department, quality control engineers, 
technicians and stationary engineers," 

95 employees in the unit). 

UNIT AGREED TO BY THE PARTIES). 


1340-61-R: Building Service Employees! International Union, 
Local 210 A.F, of L.-C,I.0.,C.L.C. (Applicant) v. Religious 
Hospitallers of St. Joseph of Villa Maria (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at the Villa Maria Home 
for the aged at Windsor, save and except professional medical 
Staff, graduate nursing staff, graduate pharmacists, graduate 
dietitians, supervisors, persons above the rank of supervisor, 
office staff and persons regularly employed for not more than 
24 hours per week," (25 employees in the unit) 
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1341-61-R: O11, Chemical and Atomic Workers International 
Union (App licant) v. Cities Service O11 Company, Limited 
Peedennae nt). 


Unit: "all clerks and loaders in the employ of the 
respondent at its Trafalgar Marketing Terminal in the 
Township of Trafalgar, save and except the chief clerk 

and persons above the rank of chief clerk. iG employees in 
the unit). 

(UNIT AGREED TO BY THE PARTIES). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The Board notes the agreement of the 
parties that the term clerk includes the office 
clerks at the terminal and that as of the filing 
of the application there were two of these clerks 
in the bargaining unit." 


1343-61-R: National Union of Public Service Employees 
Applicant) v. The Corporation of the Town of Oakville 
Reese 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its Works Depart- 
ment at Oakville, save and except department heads, ‘Se see, 
Superintendents, | office staff, foremen and persons above the 
rank of foreman, (16 employees in the unit) 


1347-61-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of 
America, Local Union 93 (Applicant) v. B. K. Johl 
Incorporated (Respondant 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters' apprentices of the 
respondent employed at or working out of Ottawa, save and 
except non-working foremen and persons above the rank of 
non-working foreman." (4 employees in the unit). 


1356-61-R: National Union of Public Employees Sa) eel 
v. The Corporation of The City of St. Thomas (Respondent 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its Sewage 
Treatment Plant located on Sunset Drive, St. Thomas, save 
and except the chief operator and pers«ns above the rank of 

chief operator," (5 employees in the unit) 


1376-61-R: Ur ed Steelworkers of America (Applicant) v. 
International Iron and Metal Company Limited (Respondent ) 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its plant at 
Hamilton, save and except foremen , persons above the rank 
of foreman and office staff, (50 employees in the unit) 
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1377-61-R: District 50, United Mine Workers of America 
(Applicant) v. Ottawa Drug Company Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Ottawa, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, 
office and sales staff and registered pharmacists," 

(16 employees in the unit). 


1416-61-R: Building Service Employees! International 
Pe MOM Wit awOlcu, > Cel sOey Cue. aimeca) 204 (Anplicant) 
v. Yonge-Bloor Theatre Limited (Respondent) 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save 

and except assistant manager, persons above the rank of 
assistant manager, office staff, stationary engineers, 
projectionists, stage hands and persons regularly employed 

for not more than 24 hours per week," (13 emplovees in the uni 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity, the Board 
declares that the bargaining unit includes 
cashiers," 


1469-61-R: Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers, 
Local Union No. 880, affiliated with International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen end 
Helpers of America (Applicant) v. London Furniture Co. 
Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all truck drivers and warehousemen of the 
respondent at London, save and except foremen, persons 
above the rank of foreman, office staff and sales staff." 
(11 employees in the unit) 


18,973-59: International Brotherhood of Teamsters, 
Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers Local 419, Warehouse- 
men and Miscellaneous Drivers (Applicant) v. Ontario 
Food Terminal Board (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in Metropolitan 
Toronto, save and except foremen, persons above the rank 
of foreman, office staff, maintenance staff, stationary 
engineers, cleaning staff and persons employed for not 
more than twenty-four hours per week," 

(2 employees in the unit). 
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Certified Subsequent to Pre-Hearing Vote 


918-61-R: Canadian Union of Operating Engineers (Applicant) 
v. Dominion Glass Company, Limited (Respondent) v. Local 
944, International Union of Operating Engineers (Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers and persons primarily 
engaged as their helpers employed in the boiler room and 
compressor room of Dominion Glass Company, Limited in its 
plant at Wallaceburg, save and except the chief engineer." 
(8 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on 8 
eligipility list 
Number of ballots cast 8 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour of applicant 8 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour of intervener 0 


(SEE INDEXED ENDORSEMENT PAGE 87) 


1151-61-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers (Applicant) 
V. Seiberling Rubber Company of Canada Ltd. (Respondent 

v. International Union of Operating Engineers Local 796 
(Intervene: ). 


init: "all stationery engineers and persons primarily 
engaged as their helpers in the employ of the respondent 

in 1ts coiler and pump rooms at 99 Paton Road, Toronto, save 
anc except the chief engineer, and persons above the rank of 
chief engineer," (6 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 5 
Number of ballots cast 5 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 5 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener O 


1152-61-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers (Applicant) 
v. Standard Brands Limited (Respondent ) 


Unit: "all stationary engineers in the employ of the 
respondent at Guelph, save and except the chief engineer and 
ees above the rank of chief engineer," (3 employees in the 
unit 





ry) ; ‘ ty nod rye : 


ea eret NI a ae ee . 7 tcl . hie , wa a) 

| «Lnaming snoezeq be an a oi ee: 
hein. moot 2. ; seliod | ’ \. a 4 ber y + bik e 3 fal wih. ms ra : : Hh Aig Ne Pyiet er lhc pat ot 3D 

at at T bad ; : oe Deaton sisal » c.f ; ~ ZS onite a hua, et aa 

Me riiechers sone ao ‘ At 7 tt a sap vie | De mak oll’ “y 


: Lam i ayey we y 7 x 
i ” Oye b rye DL Vee an eS te tae i MM 
; MATEO CRAIN bye yk “al " 
' : y ene oe Dee) ty 4 4 fn ag} ALi ae ‘ 
ft ; Vide |'* ; rn nat ie aN Lo i rf ese 
( . ; POY i ie Stee 
4 Luna hi ar ; a Pt - ak oor, r ‘| . i ner 
‘ ‘ is : : ~ = PY ac : 
‘ mS ’ Z New 
' v : | 7D 







ay in i: ‘ ate 
a ni oe wee q 
“(8 aad “pusmranocuet ors a) 


(saset re axwont sok acbanene ‘to Holnt netbaned od? sf 
(angooogaal) BST shared io vesgmed texdut gaits : 

Sey ERoog raider aaa ta motu ae agat 
‘savant | 











el fam ai adiomred hes idcladtintes ancl tis” i} 
tnabuogaay edd to yotame odt ab exeqion: cfed? oa 'b : 
ane ,odioret ,Heot covet O@ da emoos qa fas sallow Bor an 
siaen odd oveda anovved bos ,veeaigae tetds edt tqeake Sue 
‘ene odd iit nemyotunne 0) |" keenly a 


fe peskons to poms ‘to codatuls ihe 
© ‘gerl yoilidtatiro 
% , geen etoliad to wedi Oe 
at bexism adoftied Io sed ~ 7 
tnaotiqga Io qwovet A 
. ut beoltem atolied to sadiml a 
+) Hetevtetnt bo supVaR 


($r est tax A) wreontaed getderedd “to Hotnd narbaied acf? ‘f-La-Sere 
(tusbooqest) bedtahl sheet hrsbns 


ry 


edt ‘Yo yolque add at avtesntane ysanoltets tfe" a3 a 
bow tosntmirs Jeldo edd? gqeoxa Bos over svdateoud Ja toebnodas 
ay mi seavotens §) " weentano tetto ‘to Naet eris svoda i 

+o 


- 70 - 


Number of names on eligibility 
list 3 

Number of ballots cast 3 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of arplicant 5 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of National Union of 

Operating Engineers of Canada, 

Local 14922, District 50, 

United Mine Workers of America 0 


1206-61-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Applicant) v. Oshawa General Hospital (Respondent) v. 
National Union of Public Service Employees, (Intervener) v. 
International Union of Operating Engineers Local 796 
(Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers employed in the voiler 
room of the respondent, save and except the assistant chief 
engineer and persons above the rank of assistant chief 
engineer." (5 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on revised 

6liZiIblIAby 228t 
Number of ballots cast 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 5 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener, Inter- 

national Union of Operating 

Engineers Local 796 0 


1293-61-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Applicant) v. Chateau-Gai Wines Limited (Respondent) v. 
International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 866 
(Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers in the employ of the 
respondent at its Stamford plant in Stamford Township, save 
and except the chief engineer, and persons above the rank 
of chief engineer." (4 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on revised 4 
eligibility list 
Number of ballots cast 4 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour of applicant 4 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour of intervener O 
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Certified Subsequent to Post-hearing Vote 


524-60-R: The Sudbury and District General Workers' Union 
Local 902 of the International Union of Mine Mill and 
Smelter Workers. (Applicant ) v. Cecutti's Bakery Limited, 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all driver salesmen and all transport drivers of the 
respondent employed at and working out of the City of 
Sudbury. save and except route supervisors and persons above 
the rank of route supervisor." (19 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list oa 
Number of ballots cast el 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant La 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant G 
Number of ballots segregated 

(not counted) 1 


734-60-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners cf 
America (Applicant) v. Kent Tile & Marble Cc. Limited 
Reetondent) v. Tile Setters, Marble Masons, Terrazzo 
Workers & Composition Tile Layers Union No. 16 (Intervener) 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent engaged in the 
installation of resilient flooring in the counties of 
Wentworth, Halton (as far east as 16 Mile Creek), Haldimand, 
Lincoln. Welland Norfolk and Brant, save and except nnn- 
working foremen, persons above the rank ef non-working 
foreman and marble tile or terrazzo workers who are required 
from time to time to engage. in the laying of resilient 
flooring" (6 employees in the unit) 


On May 1, 1961, the Board endorsed the Record in part as 
follows: 


"For the reasons given in writing, wefurther find 
that all employees of the respondent engaged in the 
instaliation of resilient flooring in the counties of 
Wentworth, Halton (as far east as 16 Mile Creek), 
Haldimand, Lincoln, Welland, Norfolk and Brant, save 
ana except non-working foremen, persons above the rank 
of non-working foreman and marble ‘ile or terrazzo 
workers who are required frem time to time to engage 
in the laying of resilient fiooring constitute a unit 
of employees of the respondent appropriate for collective 
bargaining. 
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The area set out in our determinatinn in paragraph 
2 is identical with the area covered in the subsisting 
agreement between’ the respondent and the Tile Setters, 
Marble Masons, Terrazzo Workers and Composition Tile 
Layers Union Local 16." . 


Board Member C.C. Young said: 


"For the reasons given in writing, I find 
that the unit applied for is inappropriate and 
I would have dismissed the application." 


Number of names on revised eligibility 

list 6 
Number of ballots cast 6 
Number of ballots marked in favour 

of applicant 6 
Number of ballots marked in faveur 

of intervener e 


736-60-R: United Bretherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America (Applicant) v. Stradwick's Limited (Respondent) 
Vv. Tile Setters, Marble Masons, Terrazzo Workers & 
Composition Tile Layers Union No. 16 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent engaged in the 
installation of resilient flooring in the counties of 
Wentworth, Halton (as far east as 16 Mile Creek), Haidiman?, 
Lincoln, Welland, Norfolk and Brant, save and except non- 
working foremen, persons above the rank of non-working 
foreman and marble tile or terrazzo workers who are required 
from time to time to engage in the laying cf resilient 
flooring" ( 6 employees in the unit) 


On May 1, 1961 the Board endorsed the Record in part as 
follows: 


"For the reasons given in writing in the Kent Tile 
and Marble Company Case, we further find that all employees 
of the respondent engaged in the installation of resilient 
flooring in the counties of Wentworth, Halton (as far east 
as 16 Mile Creek), Haldimand, Lincoln, Welland, Nerfelk 
and Brant, save and except non-working foremen, persons 
above the rank of non-working foreman and marble tile or 
terrazzo workers who are required from time to time ta 
engage in the laying of resilient flooring constitute a 
unit of employees of the respondent appropriate for 
collective bargaining. 


The area set out in our determination in paragraph 
e is identical with the area covered in the subsisting 
agreement between the respondent and the Tile Setters, 
Marble Masons, Terrazzo Workers and Composition Tile 
Layers Union Local 16." 
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Board Member C. C. Young dissented and said: 
"For the reasous given in writing in my dissent 
in the Kent Tile and Marble Company Case, I find that 


the unit applied for is inappropriate and I weuld have 
dismissed the application," 


Number of names 9n revised eliginility list 9 
Number of ballots cast 9 
Number of ballots marked in favour 

of applicant 9 
Number of ballots marked in favour 

of intervener @) 


755-60-R: National Union of Public Employees (Applicant) v. 
The Hamilton Health Association (Respondent ) 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its hospitals at 
Hamilton, save and except professional medical staff, graduate 
nursing staff, undergraduate nurses, graduate pharmacists, 
undergraduate pharmacists, graduate dietitiens, student 
dietitians, technical personnel, supervisors, foremen, persons 
above the rank of supervisor or foreman, chief engineer, 
office staff and persons regularly employed for not more than 
24 hours per week," (358 employees in the unit) 


On Ania 20;,) 1961, 
The Board endorsed the Pecord in part as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity, we declare that 
the term 'technical personnel' comprises physio- 
therapists, occupational therapists, psychologists, 
electro-encephalographists, electrical shock 
therapists, Laboratory, radiological, pathological 
and cardiological technicians. 


For the purposes of clarity, we declare that the 
bargaining unit includes certified nursing assistants, 
nursing assistants, the operating room technician, 
the radio and T.V. technician the the pharmacy 
helper. 


We note the agreement of the parties that the 
bargaining unit includes the dark room developer. 


For the purposes of clarity we further declare 
that the bargaining unit does not include 
agricultural labourers." 


Board Member D.B. Archer said; 
"For reasons to be given in writing, I would 
have certified the applicant without a vote for 
the unit described in the decision of the majority." 
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On June 14, 1961, Board Member C.C. Young dissented and said: 


"IT dissent in so far as the inclusion of Anna 
Karabilo and John Demaline in the bargaining unit 
is concerned. I would have excluded them from 
the bargaining unit." 


On June 15, 1961, J. Finkelman, Chairman, said: 


"In view of the result of the representation 
vote in this case, it is our opinion that no 
useful purpose would now be served by issuing 
written reasons for our decision of April 20, 
1961, in this matter," 


Number of names on revised eligibility list 327 
Number of ballots cast 305 
Ballots segregated and not counted 4 
Number of spoiled ballots 4 
Number of ballots marked in favour 

of applicant 193 
Number of ballots marked as opposed 

to applicant 104, 


848-60-R: Beverage Dispensers Union, Local 757, Port Arthur 
& Fort William, of the Hotel and Restawrant Employees! and 
Bartenders' International Union affiliated with the Canadian 
Labour Congress, Lakehead and District Trades and Labour 
Council. Ontario Provincial Council of Culinary Workers, 
Bartenders and Hotel Service Employees (Applicant) v. 

Fort William Hotels Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of Fort William Hotels Limited 
working in the Lounge (Dominion Room) in the Royal Edward 
Hotel at Fort William, save and except supervisors, persons 
above the rank of supervisor and office staff." 

(6 employees in the unit). 


On April 12, 1961, the Board endorsed the Record in part 
as follows: 


"Having regard in part to the agreement of the 

parties and also having regard to the decision of 

the Board in the Barnett-McQueen Case (1950) C.C.H. 
Canadian Law Reports Transfer Binder 16139, the voting 
constituersay in the circumstances of this case must 
consist of employees who are included in the bargaining 
unit defined in the collective agreement between the 
respondent company and the incumbent Restaurant, 
Cafeteria and Tavern Employees Union, Lecal 254 of the 
Hotel & Restaurant Employees and Bartenders' International 
Union, A.F.L.-C.I.0.-C.L.C. The voting constituency in 
the circumstances of this case must consist of all employees 
of the respondent working in the Lounge (Dominion Room) at 
the Royal Edward Hotel, Fort William, save and except 
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supervisors, persons above the rank of supervisor, office 
staff and persons regularly employed for not more than 
24 hours per week or less. 


Number of names on 
eligibility list 6 

Number of ballots cast ic 
Number of ballots segregated 

‘not counted) 1 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 5 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of incumbent L 


950-61-R: Welders, Public Garage Employees, Motor Mechanics 

and Allied Workers Local Union 847, affiliated with the 
International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen 
and Helpers of America (Applicant) v. McManus Motors Limited 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at London, save and 
except office staff, new and used motor vehicle sales sveff, 
service salesmen, foremen and persons above the rank of 
foreman," (129 employees in the unit 


Number of names on revised eligibility iist 104 
Number of ballots cast 104, 
Number of ballots segregated and not counted 1 

Number of spoiled ballots i 

Number of ballots marked in favour 

of applicant Dh 
Number of ballots marked in favour of 

McManus Motors Employees! Association 47 


Applicatiors for Certification Dismissed: No Vote Conducted 


740-60-R: Operative Plasterers and Cement Masons International 
Association of the United States and Canada, Local 117 
(Applicant) v. Nick Babij, Plastering Contractor (Respondent). 


Unit: "all journeymen plasterers and their apprentices of 
the respondent employed at or working out of Toronto, save and 
except non-working foremen and persons above the rank of 
non-working foreman," (16 employees in the unit) 


Q48-61-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local Union 93 (Applicant) v. Uni Crete Construction 
Limited (ottawa) (Respondent) 
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1092-61-R: International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers, Local 419, Warehcusemen and 
Miscellaneous Drivers (Applicant) v. Brown Bros. Ltd. 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in Metropolitan Toronto, 
save and except foremen, foreladies, persons above the ranks 

of foreman and forelady, security guards, office and sales staff 
and persons covered by subsisting collective agreements," 

(44 employees in the unit). 


1126-61-R: Timmins Mine and Mill Workers Union Local 241 of the 
International Union of Mine Mill and Smelter Workers (Canada) 
(Applicant) v. Kam Kotia Porcupine Mines Limited (Respondent) 
v. United Steelworkers of America (Intervener). 

(Applicant & Intervener Dismissed). (66 employees). 


1265-61-R: Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union, AFL: 
C1TO:CLC (Applicant) v. I. G. A. Foodliner (Oshawa Wholesale 
Ltd.) (Respondent). (33 employees). 


1274-61-R: Building Service Employees' International Union, 
eee elO YALE Of i. -C.1,9757Csb. Cy oe" Windsor,” Ontaric 
(Applicant) v. Bowlero Bowl Limited, (Respondent). 


Sige "all employees of the respondent at Windsor, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman end 
office staff." (10 employees in the unit). 


1322-61-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America, Local Union 1669 (Applicant) v. Stead and Lindstrom 
Limited (Respondent). (19 employees). 





The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Application dismissed by reason of the non- 
appearance of the applicant at the hearing heid 
by the Board in the matter." 


1345-61-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters And Joiners of 
America, Local Union 93 (Applicant) v. Leopold Beaudoin 
Construction Limited (Respondent). ( 7 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 
"The applicant having failed to appear at 


the hearing of this application, this application 
is dismissed," 
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1387-61-R: Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers, 
Local Union No 8&0, affiliated with International Brotherhood 
of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America 
Applicant) v. Suburban Trucking (Windsor) (Respondent) 
7 employees). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Application dismissed by reason of the non- 
appearance of the applicant at the hearing held 
by the Board in the above matter." 


ce ee ee en eS eS RR te eR EE RR a HE nen a I a MRR oF CR EE RES A 


Pre-hearing Vote. 


1169-61-R: Ready Mix, Building Supply, Hydro and Construction 
Drivers, Warehousemen and Helpers, Local Union No.230, of the 
International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chau®feurs, Warehouse- 
men and Helpers of America (Applicant) V.° ©. McCord and 
Company Limited (Respondent) 


Unit: "all garage and maintenance employees of the 
respondent at Metropolitan Torcnto, save and except foremen, 
persons above the rank of foreman, security guards and 
office staff" (25 employees in the unit) 





Number of names of eligibility list 25 
Number of ballots cast be 
Number of ballots marked in favour 

of applicant 6 
Number of ballots marked as opposed 

to applicant 19 


1233-61-R: The International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers AFL-CIO-CLC (Applicant ) v. I-T-E Circvit Breaker 
(Canada) Limited Bulldog Electric Products Division (Respondent ) 





Voting Constituency: "all employees of the respondent at its 
Clayson Road Plant at Toronto, save and except foremen, persons 
above the rank of foreman, office and sales staff, persons 
regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per week and 
students hired for the school vacation period.” 

(110 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on revised 109 
eligibility list 

Number of ballots cast 109 

Number of ballots marked in 
favour of applicant he 

Number of ballots marked as 
opposed to applicant 67 









; if » . x . 
hs Tt as Bt fr sya 
ay, Ne > ay hie pata 
y ers, ¥ hisalensg > to) ry aly spi + our had 
; ; 1 ¥ a bia 
‘ : ie ye perin. a et ec 
| Soltemh 0 arog Bf 


: a) ‘ aa by 
7, pia a et ev 



























py } Va ray, : ae Si ie ne i wy pn i pay > 
Aw a hi i oe ae 
| crs mo ° i bes ne 
‘1 ; te ey te io Pelle 
-non od ‘6 Hownet ve “been tmalh ne ota te 
biod getrnes oct Ge Sueotiaae et ee cB ee 
', Todd em evede: « 
‘3 toeupeact bate sons enye | 
nottousvadn) ban OVA etanoe atthe toe oan Xt | 
ot to ,OES.08 cold? Tecod ,eneoten bas Ganwavodi 
- gauoriey AM eruot* ead) oriedeantest to Hoorrad dour ae 
bre beodoM 2 ow a ae ROTA Be Aroq: 
' (tneboogmelt) Dottmhy xen 
odd Yo seayolqurs eonnaedetd amt heres: onetay ris* | 
tetietot Yaoore how eevee (otaaro? nett loqony om ta Inebm 7a9% 
bas shteug vtlavoes .cemoret to anet add evods = a 
Sid ett Al iosyolqme. 2S) “tirade th 
Fae geht ythtidtatle to som to rt 
es | tuo atolfed to sede | 
eae  ivovet af bedtrem atoliad to. sedeuyy 
8 tapoliqak Yo. 
besoqae sis hovrem. agollsed Jo sedmut 
Pf dala eh Lacy 
hotvdosls Yo Bosineddow Lanoteanseda? ont Dbrse 
anise Fivert) @T-I' .v (dasabl@qga) gos Tou - 
(dneineqeat) rolatvid etouboot pfadoels gobi tue hedlmid ie 
ost ga shehaogag’ ad?. to asoyotqae Ife" 3 4 oud t getdate o 
Based Memo T drobKe Pas oven .otnotot '¢ (Bie 
srieaieg Tieda saloa bos ofltto .nemeio? %6 Haas ods ¢ 
bro Moow req sxeod BR. nedd edom Jom 10% beyofqne createenl 
"ho brag notssouy foeint add so% bHertd tae 
; (attay edd at asoyat 
en re) Beaver ue Rosen Yo -Tedatlt 
om : det ystitdtatta | 
POF | denn esoLtad. YO ecttaid 
at besine ntofs ed to sodmtl 
oY ares tle: Ag poy t 
yo. | | Bog 
ad ) 
oaF on, ‘ Mi Ps 


ae sa 


Dismissed Subsequent to Post-hearing Vote 


483-60~R: International Hod Carriers’, Building and 
Common Labourers' Union of America, Local 183 (Applicant) 
v. Aprile Contracting Ltd. (Respondent). 


Unit: "all construction labourers of the respondent 
employed in Metropolitan Toronto, save and except non- 
working foremen and persons above the rank of non-working 
foreman." (19 employees in the unit). 


Number of names on revised 6 
SligL,oisity List 
Number of ballots cast 6 
Number of ballots segregated 
(not counted) Ui 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour of applicant 2 
Number of ballots marked as 
opposed to applicant B} 


490-60-R: District 50, United Mine Workers of America 
(Applicant v. Stedman Brothers Ltd. (Toronto warehouse ) 
(Respondent 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its warehouse in 
the City of Toronto, save and except foremen, persons 

above the rank of foreman, office and clerical starf," 

(241 employees in the unit) 


Number of names on revised 
etic ipjiicve list 190 
Number of ballots cast 186 
Number of spoiled ballots 2 
Nimber of ballots marked in 
favour of applicant 93 
Number of ballots: marked‘ as 
Opposed to applicant 90 
Number of ballots segregated 
(not counted) 1 


20677-60: Upholsterers! International Union of N.A. through 
it's agent Local #400 (Applicant) v. The Globe Spring & 
Cushion Co. Ltd. (Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the responuent at Toronto, save 
and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and 
ofrice starr...” 

(46 employees in the unit). 
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On May 8, 1961, the Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"In view of the events occuring prior to the 
hearing of this case, the attention of the parties, 
and particularly that of the respondent company, is 
directed to the provisions of The Labour Relations 
Act and the Board's Rules of Procedure dealing with 
unfair labour practices and the conduct required to 
be observed by the parties between the date hereof, 
and the taking of the representation vote. The 
Board wishes to make it clearly understood that 
should tne occasion arise it will examine with 
searching scrutiny any untoward conduct on the part 
of the respondent company which may even in the 
slightest degree have the effect of influencing 
the employees in the free expression of their own 
wishes. 


Board Member D.B. Archer dissented and said: 


"I dissent. In view of all the circumstances, 
I would have granted certification to the 


applicant." 
Number of names on revised 

eligibility list oa! 
Number of ballots cast 9 


Applications for Certification Withdrawn 


1269-61-R: The International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Werkers AFL-~CIO-CLC (Applicant) v. Burroughs Business 
Machines Limited Windsor Manufacturing Division (Respondent). 
(134 employees) 


1336-61-R: International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 
709 ees v. The University of Waterloo (Dearborn 
West, Waterloo) (Respondent) v. Local Union No. 793, 
National Union of Public Employees (Intervener). 

(4 employees). 


1344-61-R: Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union 
Applicant) v. Homestead Bakery Ltd. (St. Catharines plant) 
Respondent). (3 employees). 


1346-61-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters And Joiners 
of America, Local Union 93 (Applicant) v. Camston Limited 
(Ottawa) (Respondent). (7 employees). 


1380-61-R: The United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners 
of America, Local 1946 (Applicant) v. P. R. Connolly 
Construction Limited. (City of London and Middlesex County) 
(Respondent). (6 employees). 
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1400-61-R: Hotel and Restaurant Employees and Bartenders 
International Union Local 412 AFL-CIO-CLC (Applicant) v. 
New American Public House (602 Bay Street, Sault Ste. Marie, 
Ont.) (Respondent) (4 employees). 


Applications for Termination of Bargaining Rights Disposed 
of During June 1961 





915-60-R: Employees of Christies Bread Ltd. at its Galt 
Division (Applicant) v. General Truck Drivers Union 

Local 879, affiliated with the International Brotherhood of 
Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America 
(Respondent). (Granted) (10 employees). 


(Re: Christies Bread, Limited, 
Galt Division, Galt, Ontario) 


Number of names on revised 

evieipisity list 8 
Number of ballots cast 8 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of respondent 1 
Number of ballots marked 

against respondent i 


919-60-R: David Stoneman (Applicant) v. United Steel- 
workers of America (Respondent) v. Lau Products Limited 
(Intervener). (Granted (22 employees). 


Re: (Lau Products Limited, 
Kitchener, Ontario) 


Number of names on revised 


eligibility list 2e 
Number of ballots cast ee 
Number of ballots spoiled z 

Number of ballots segregated ze 


(not counted) 
Number of ballots marked in 


favour of respondent ‘e 
Number of ballots marked as 
against respondent 18 


1099-61-R: Robert Savage (Applicant) v. International 
Union, United Automobile, Aircraft and Agricultural Implement 
Workers of America (U.A.W.) (Respondent) v. Unit Step 
(Ontario) Limited (Intervener). (Granted). (18 employees). 


(Re: Unit Step (Ontario) Limited, 
Woodstock, Ontario. 
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Number of names of revised 
eligibility list iba? 
Number of ballots cast anu 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour of respondent 0 
Number of ballots marked 
against respondent mk 


1247-61-R: Frank Whitmore and Wray Jenkins (Applicants) 

v.  bLocal Union No. 230 of the International Brotherhood of 
Teamsters, Warehousemen, Chauffeurs, and Helpers of America 
(Respondent). (Granted).(23 employees) 


(Re: Lou's Transport Limited, 
Woodbridge, Ontario.) 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list a3 
Number of ballots cast 23 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of respondent 0 
Number of ballots marked 

against respondent 23 


1,555-61-R: John I. Maynard (Applicant) v. Local 131 Office 
Fmployees Union (Respondent). (52 employees). (Dismissed). 


(Re: The Brown Bros. Limited, 
Toronto, Ontario) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The respondent was certified as bargaining 
agent for certain employees of The Brown Lros. 
Limited on the 13th day of July 1960 and one 
year has not elapsed since the date of certification. 


The Board is satisfied that pursuant to the 
provisions of section 46(1) of The Labour Relations 
Act this application is untimely. 


In view of these circumstances and in 
accordance with the provisions of Rule 45 
of the Board's Rules of Procedure, the 
Board is of the opinion that the applicant 
has failed to make a prima facie case for 
the remedy requested and the application is 
therefore dismissed." 
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18918-59: The Employees of Old City House - Michael Borden 
(Applicant) v. Hotel & Restaurant Employees! and 
Bartenders' International Union A.F. of L, Local 197 
(Respondent). (Granted). (4 employees). 


Re: (Old City House, 
Hamilton, Ontario) 


Number of names on eligibility iist 4 
Number of ballots cast 4 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of Respondent 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to Respondent 4 


APPLICATIONS UNDER SECTION 79 OF THE ACT 


353-50-M: Toronto Star Limited (Applicant) v. The Toronto 
Newspaper Guild, Local 87 of the American Newspaper Guild 
(Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


APPLICATIONS FOR DECLARATION THAT STRIKE UNLAWFUL 


1457-61-U: Electro Auto-Lite Limited (Point Edward) 
(Applicant) v. Mary Bresette et al (Respondents). (Withdrawn) 


1537-61-U: The Monarch Knitting Company Limited (Dunnville ) 
(Applicant) v. Helen Albano et al (Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


APFLICATIONS FOR DECLARATION THAT LOCK-OUT UNLAWFUL 


1406-61-U: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
(Applicant) v. Tusca Investments Limited. (2 King Street 
West, Toronto) (Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 
This is an application for a lock-out declaration. 


The applicant alleges that the action of the respondent 
in laying off three stationary engineers on May 24th, 1961, 
was. to use the words of counsel for the applicant, a "ruse" 
to dispense with the services of James Traynor. Assuming, 
for present purposes, that this was the intention of the 
respondent, (and there is, in our opinion, on the basis of the 
evidence before us, little likelihood of Traynor being 
recalled) we are of the opinion that the applicant has failed to 
establish that the "lay-off" was done "with a view tc 
compelling or inducing his employees...to refrain from 
exercising any rights or privileges under this Act or to agree 
to provisions or changes in provisions respecting terms or 
conditions of employment..." within section 1(1) (e) of The 
Labour Relations Act. 
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In other words, even if the respondent took the action it 

did in order to get rid of Traynor, we are unable to conclude 
that this was done with a view to compelling the applicant 
union or the employees affected to agree to the respondent's 
proposals for a seniority and other clauses in the collective 
agreement which was being negotiated between the applicant 
and the respondent. Nor, in our view are we able to conclude 
that the action of the respondent company was done to compel 
or induce the employees of the union t» refrain from 
exercising any rights or privileges under The Labour Relations 
Act. Counsel for the applicant did not Suggest any right or 
privilege under the Act which might be affected and we are 
unable to find any. 


While counsel for the applicant Suggests that the 
definition of Lock-out in the Act is not all-inclusive, we 
are not able to find that anything has occurred in this case 
which might properly be included in a broeder definition 
of that term. 


The application is dismissed. 


We should like to go on record as saying that in 
our view the application was not a frivolous or vexatious 
one as suggested by counsel for the respondent." 


APPLICATIONS FOR CONSENT TO PROSECUTE 


1031-61-U: Husband Yransport Limited (Applicant) v. 

General Truck Drivers' Union Local 938 affiliated with the 
International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Cnauffeurs, Warehouse- 
men and Helpers of America (Toronto Terminal) (Respondent). 
(Dismissed). 


(SEE INDEXED ENDORSEMENT PAGE 94 ) 


1037-61-U: Direct Winters Transport Limited (Applicant) v. 
J. Tomassini et al (Respondents). (Granted). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Notice of application and of hearing was served upon 
Dennis Fagan, Wayne Coulter and M. McMann, three of the 
respondents herein, by the registrar by registered mail 
addressed to each of them at the address for service provided 
by the applicant. These documents were returned to the 
registrar by the Post Office marked 'Moved, address unknown ', 
in the case of Dennis Fagan and Wayne Coulter, and 'Unclaimed'! 
in the case of M. McMann. No other address for service has 
been provided by the applicant. The application has not 
been processed further with respect to these respondents. 
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In so far as the application relates to J. Howell, 
one of the respondents herein, we find that he was not 
scheduled to work on April 21, 1961. We are of opinion, 
therefore, that leave should not be granted with respect 
to him. The application is accordingly dismissed in so 
far as it relates to J. Howell. 


The Board consents to the institution by the 
applicant of a prosecution of J. Tomassini, Glen Wellington, 
Bruce Ryan, T. Doherty, L. Ranco, L. Benson, Frank Leslie, 
E. Gross, Samuel Foster, J. Mullen, Ken Hellawell, Frank 
McMartin, W. Madill, J. Syrek, H. Rew, J. Penyige, Ross 
Gallinger, H. Levi, R. Dixon, C. Edwards, D. Coulter, 

W. Ashe, G. Curnew, W. Jacksen, R. Webster, J. Johnston 
and J. Warner, twenty-seven of the respondents herein, for 
the following offence alleged to have been committed: 


That the said J. Tomassini, Glen Wellington, Bruce 
Ryan, T. Doherty, L. Ranco, L. Benson, Frank Leslie, 
E. Gross, Samuel Foster, J. Mullen, Ken Hellawell, Frank 
McMartin, W. Madill, J. Syrek, H. Rew, J. Penyige, Ross 
Gallinger, H. Levi, R. Dixon, C. Edwards, D. Coulter, W. Ashe, 
G@. Curnew, W. Jackson, R. Webster, J. Johnston and J. 
Warner did contravene section 54 (1) of The Labour Relations 
Act in that they did engage in an unlawful strike on 
April 21, 1961. 


The appropriate documents will issue. 
Board Member; D. B. Archer said: 


This is a case where certain employees refused to 
cross a picket line. The question arises as to whether in 
the circumstances of this case the Board should exercise its 
discretion and refuse to allow prosecution of certain 
employees. These employees are normal, law abiding 
citizens and they are all now back at work and apparently 
friendly industrial relations have been re-established. 
There is some doubt inmy mind if all these men were 
scheduled to work that morning, no time records or cher 
documents were introduced in evidence, The company has 
already exercised its rights under the cellective agreement 
and has penalized all the men with a three day suspension. 
No evidence was lead that any of the men were instrumental 
in instigating the work stoppage. Rather it seems 
to be a matter of a worker, through tradition, »ccenscientious- 
ly respecting the picket lines of fellow workers. As soon 
as the matter was brought to the union's attention the men 
were ordered back to work. It was the company's insistence 
on the three day penalty that caused the continuaticn of 
the stoppage. In all the circumstances of this case I do 
not think any useful purpose would be served by prosecuting 
certain employees. Therefore I would exercise the Board's 
discretion and not allow leave to prosecute. 
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1368-61-U: Hotel, Motel & Restaurant Employees, (CLC) Local 
899 (Applicant) v. R. Thibautt, carrying on business under 
the name of Harmony Lunch Restaurant (Cornwall) (Respondent). 
(Granted), 


The Board endorsed the Record as followg: 


"The Board consents to the institution of 
a prosecution against the defendant for the 
following offence alleged to have been committed: 
that the said respondent did contravene section 
l2 of The Labour Relations Act in that on and 
after January 30th, 1961, he did refuse to 
bargain in good faith." 


i 


ae] 


1458-61-U: Electric Auto-Lite Limited (Point Edward) 
(Applicant) v. Mary Bresette et al (Respondents). (Withdrawn). 


1461-61-U: L.A. Rice, Gustav Schickedanz (Applicants) v. 
Americo Pietrobono (Grandview Estate Subdivision construction 
project, north side of Steeles Ave. between Yonge & Bayview) 
(Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


1462-61-U; L.A. Rice, (Applicant) v. Renato Aguzzi 
(Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


1463-61-U: L. A. Rice, Gustav Schickedanz (Applicants) v. 
Antonio Vacibekki (Respondent). (Withdrawn). 


1485-61-U: Johnson, Perini-Kiewit (Applicant)v, G, Gallagher 


(Respondent). (Dismissed). 
(SEE INDEXED ENDORSEMENT 94 ) 


1486-61-U: Johnson-Perini-Kiewit (Applicant) v. International 
Hod Carriers and Common Labourers Union of America, Local 813 
(Respondent). (Dismissed). 


The Board endorsed the Record as fellows: 


"The parties agreed that all the evidence 
and the arguments of Counsel in the application 
by the applicant herein for a consent to institute 
a prosecution of G. Gallagher (File 1485-61-U) 
would be applied by the parties to this matter, 
and that no further evidence would be submitted. 
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For the reasons given in the application for 
consent to institute a prosecution of G. Gallagher, 
this application is dismissed. (See also the 
Reasons for Decision of the Board in the Wright 
Assemblies Case, File No. 966-61-U, dated June 22, 
1961). 


APPLICATIONS UNDER SECTION 65 (UNFAIR PRACTICES IN EMPLOYMENT 


DISPOSED OF DURING JUNE 1961 


312-60-U: Amalgamated Association of Street, Electric 
Railway and Motor Coach Employees of America (Complainant) v. 
Burley Bus Lines Limited (Respondent). 


966-61-U: United Steelworkers of America (Complainant) v. 
Wright Assemblies Limited (Respondent). 


996-61-U: Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers 
Local Union 880 (Complainant) v. Clifford Taylor Farm Produce 
(Respondent). 


1006-61-U: United Steelworkers of America (Complainant) v. 
Wright Assemblies Limited (Respondent). 


1044-61-U: Local Union 633, Amalgamated Meat Cutters and 
Butcher Workmen of North America (Complainant) v. Arnolds Markets 
Limited (Respondent). 


€72-61-U: Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen of 
North America (Complainant) v. Cold Springs Farm Limited 
(Respondent). 


1286-61-U: International Hod Carriers Building and Common 
Labourers’ Union of America, Local #493 (Complainant ) ae 
E. Taillefer Construction (Respondent). 


1302-61-U: J. R. McCormick, G.F. Smith, A.J. Conley, W.H. 
Fitzpatrick, Q.G. Thompson, L.J. Hartford, C.R. Horne, Cee 
Harway, R.W. Price, W.L. Gould, P. Wagner and L. Mailloux 
(Complainants) v. Chrysler Corporation of Canada (Respondent). 


1339-61-U: International Association of Machinists (Complainant ) 
V Titan Truck Equipment Limited (Respondent). 


1407-61-U: International Association of Machinists (Complainant ) 
v. H. McDowell Motors (Respondent). 


1487-61-U: Hotel and Restaurant Employees and Bartenders 
International Union (Complainant) v. Lock City Tavern 
(Respondent). 


1510-61-U: Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers, 
Local Union No. 880 (Complainant) v. Bookshelf Bindery Limited 
(Respondent). 
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INDEXED ENDORSEMENTS 


918-61-R: Canadian Union of Operating Engineers (Applicant) 
v. Dominion Glass Company, Limited (Wallaceburg plant) 
(Respondent) v. Local oli, International Union of Operating 
Engineers (Intervener). (GRANTED JUNE 1961). 


On June 13th, 1961, the Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Following the taking of the pre-hearing 
representation vote on May 3rd, 1961, the ballot 
box was sealed and the ballots were nnt counted 
pending a hearing by the Board to enable the 
intervener to present objections to the craft 
status of the applicant. The matter thereafter 
came on for hearing on June 8th, 1961. At this 
hearing the intervener submitted that because 
of the applicant's previous successful application 
for certification for an industrtal unit at the 
Sherbrooke Metallurgical Company Limited, it had 
forfeited any status which it might now claim as 
a union pertaining to the craft described in the 
bargaining unit in this case. 


The effect and apparent meaning of the inter- 
vener's argument is that once a craft union becomes 
certified in one case for an industrial unit, then 
notwithstanding the fact that it has previously been 
certified and recognized as a union pertaining to 
the craft, it ipso facto and without more lcses its 
right to represent the craft for the future. The 
argument is patently untenable and must be rejected." 


740-60-R: Operative Plasterers and Cement Masons 
International Association of the United States and Canada, 
Local 117 (Applicant) v. Nick Babij, Plastering Contractor 
(Toronto) een (Dismissed June 1961). 


On May 10, 1961, the Board endorsed the Record in part as 
follows: 


"The documentary evidence of membership submitted 
by the applicant consisted in part of dues books 
Signed by tne employees on whose behalf they were 
submitted as evidence of membership in the applicant 
and in part of dues books which were not signed 
by the employees in respect of whom they were 
Submitted. Subsection 1 of section 50 of the Board's 
Rules of Procedure provides in part that evidence 
of membership shall not be accepted by the Board 
unless the evidence is signed by the employee. 
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Accordingly, the Board does not accept the 
unsigned dues book in this case as evidence of 
membership in the applicant." 


On June 13, 1961, the Board further endorsed the Record as 
follows: 


"Although the applicant has requested leave 
to withdraw its application herein, the Board 
following its usual practice in such cases 
dismisses the application. 


The attention of the parties is directed to the 
Mathias Ouellette Case (1955) C.C.H. Canadian 
Labour Law Reporter, Transfer Binder 1955-59 

16026 C.L.8. 76-485. 


138-60-C: The Brewery and Soft Drink Workers, Local Union 
No. 316, and the International Union of United Brewery, 
Flour, Cereal, Soft Drink and Distillery Workers of America 
(Applicants) v. Seven-Up Bottling Company (Fort William) 
Ltd. and The Seven-Up Bottling Company (Respondents) 
(REFERRED NOVEMBER, 1960). 


On June 21, 1961, the Board issued further reasons as follows: 


The applicant tnions made an application for 
conciliation services on November 14, 1960, with respect 
to the employees of Seven-Up Bottling Company (Fort William) 
Ltd. in the bargaining unit defined in the collective 
agreement between the parties effective May 1, 1959. The 
application was accompanied by a copy of a collective 
agreement between the unions and "The Seven-Up Bottling 
Company". 


Notice of application for conciliation services was served 

by the Registrar upon Seven-Up Bottling Company (Fort William) 
Ltd. Mr. G.B. Weiler, Q@.C., by letter dated November 22, 
1960, drew the attention of the Board "to the fact that the 
application does not conform to the names of the parties to 
the collective agreement". Accordingly the Board, following 
its usual practice in such cases, amended the name of the 
respondent to read: "The Seven-Up Bottling Company", granged 
the applicant's request on November 24, 1960, and referred the 
matter to the Minister of Labour. Subsequently, in view 

of certain representations by the applicant in a letter 

dated January 13, 1961, the Board directed the Registrar to 
list the matter for hearing and the record was endorsed as 
follows: 
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At such hearing an opportunity will be afforded 
to the parties and to any person affected, to 
adduce evidence and present argument as to 
whether a collective agreement has been made 
between the trade unions named above, on the 
one hand, and the Seven-Up Bottling Company 
and Seven-Up Bottling Company (Fort William) 
Ltd., or either of them, on the other hand, as 
well as who the parties to any such agreement 
are and who are bound by it or on whose behalf 
it was made. 


The facts in this case are not in dispute. During 
and after 1949, Mr. H. Katarynuk and Mr. H. Andrychuk carried 
on business as a partnership under the firm name and style of 
"Seven-Up Bottling Company, Fort William". Since 1949 the 
union entered annually into a collective agreement with an 
entity described as "Seven-Up Bottling Company". Mr. G. 
Oliarnyk, who has been the secretary of the local union since 
1951, has negotiated and signed these agreements on behalf 
of the union since 1952. From 1951 to and including 1958, 
Mr, Katarynuk negotiated with the union and signed the 
annual agreements on behalf of "the Company". During those 
years Mr. H. Andrychuk attended the meetings on behalf of 
"the Company" but did not take part in the negotiations. 

In 1959, Mr. H. Andrychuk represented "the Company" during 
negotiations for the 1959-60 agreement and executed that 
agreement on behalf of "the Company". In 1960, Mr. H. 
Andrychuk and Mr. J. Andrychuk attended the negotiaticns. 
The parties agree that, from 1951 to 1959, management 
continued to be Mr. H. Katarynuk and Mr. H. Andrychuk and 
that, thereafter, it was Mr. H. Andrychuk and Mr. J. Andrychuk. 
Throughout these years of bargaining between the union and 
"the Company", the question of the company's name did not 
arise. This issue was raise for the first time on January 
11, 1961, at a meeting between the parties in Mr. Weiler's 
office. This meeting had been preceded by four meetings in 
1960 between the union and Messrs. Andrychuk during which 
the parties negotiated for the renewal of the collective 
agreement which expired on April 30, 1960. 


Seven-Up Bottling Company (Fort William) Limited 
was incorporated by letters patent dated May 17, 1954. On 
July 31, 1954, a resolution was passed by that Company 
approving the purchase of the partnership business "as a 
going concern" together with its assets and buildings. The 
purchase was made effective as of July 1, 1954, and the 
transfer of the business did not effect any change in its 
operation or in the personnel of its management. 
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Notwithstanding the fact that the purchase was 
made effective as of July 1, 1954, Mr. Katarynuk and Mr. H. 
Andrychuk commenced, prior to that date, to negotiate with 
the union on behalf of Seven-Up Bottling Company (Fort 
William) Ltd. These negotiations resulted in two agreements. 
(1) A memorandum of agreement, made on June 9, 1954, 
between "The Seven-Up Bottling Company (Fort William) Ltd." 
and the union, which was typed on letterhead of Seven-Up 
Bottling Company (Fort William) Ltd. and which was executed 
"for the Company" by Mr. H. Katarynuk and for the union by 
Mr. 4, A, Franklin. This agreement read in part as follows: 


It is hereby mutually agreed between the 
Company and the Union that, effective 
May 1st, 1954, the following amendments 
shall be made in the present collective 
agreement: 


eae ey ee een ie 


All other provisions of the existing agree- 
ment shall remain in effect EXCEPT the 
provision dealing with the setting up of a 
Pension Plan. This paragraph shall be 
deleted. 


It is hereby mutually agreed than no provi- 
sion of this agreement, except the provision 
dealing with the Union Shop, shall apply to 
the Country Driver Salesman. The man employed 
on this job as of this date shall continue in 
this job, under the conditions of employment 
mutually agreed upon and shall have no cytion 
of changing his job until May lst, 1955. 


(2) A collective agreement between "The Seven-Up Bottling 
Company of Fort William, Ontario" and the Union, executed 
"For Seven-Up Bottling Company" by Mr. H. Katarynuk, which 
provided that it "shall be in full force and effect from 
May lst, 1954 until April 30th, 1955 and shall automatically 
continue from year to year" subject to notice. The date 

of execution of this agreement is unknown but Mr. Franklin 
declared that it was executed after June 9, 1954. All 
amendments contained in the agreement of June 9, 1954, were 
incorporated into this collective agreement. 


It is significant to note that it was during these 
negotiations that the parties dealt with the "country driver 
salesman" for the first time. In 1954, the employee employed 
in this capacity took over the "country route" exclusively 
and, while "the Company" insisted that he should become 
a jobber, the union insisted that he remain a member and 
pay dues. 
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Accordingly, the special arrangement contained in the 
agreement of June 9, 1954 was agreed upon and, since 1954, 
only the "union shop" provision of the collective agreements 
has applied to the country driver salesman. Further, in 
1958, the union entered into a separate agreement with 
"Seven-Up Bottling Company (Fort William) Limited" covering 
wages, hospitalization and insurance for the country driver 
salesman and it is significant to note that this agreement 
was signed by Mr. Katarynuk "in behalf of the Company”. 


From and after 1954, Seven-Up Bottling Company 
(Fort William) Limited observed all the terms and conditions 
of each annual collective agreement. Thus, dues were checked 
off and paid on cheques of Seven-Up Bottling Company (Fort 
William) Limited, new employees hired by Seven-Up Bottling 
Company (Fort William) Limited applied for membership in the 
union at its next regular meeting as required by the terms 
of the collective agreement, and, in 1960, the union and 
Seven-Up Bottling Company (Fort William) Limited processed 
a grievance arising out of the discharge of an employee of 
that company. 


In 1959 and in 1960 the union, in accordance 
with the practice between the parties, farwarded proposed 
amendments addressed to "Mr. Andrychuk, Seven-Up Bottling 
Company (Fort William) Ltd." In 1959, the document forwarded 
by the union was entitled: "Proposed Amendments to Agreement 
between The Seven-Up Bottling Company (Ft. Wm.) Ltd. of Fort 
William, Ontario and The Brewery and Soft Drink Workers 
Local Union No. 316. International Union of United Brewery 
Flour, Cereal, Soft Drink and Distillery Workers of America." 
The title on the document forwarded by the union in 1960 was 
substantially the same. The union has always prepared the 
agreements for execution and usually emplnyed a public 
stenographer for that purpose. The parties executed the 
agreements in each other's presence and nn question ever 
arose with respect to the correct designation of "the Company". 


The union submits that Seven-Up Bottlirg Company 
(Fort William) Limited is the party to the collective agree- 
ment made in 1954 and to the collective agreements made 
annually thereafter and that there has been a mistake in 
the designation of the respondent which has continued since 
1954. Mr. Weiler, on the other hand, says that Seven-Up 
Bottling Company (Fort William) Ltd. has never become a 
party to any collective agreement with the union because its 
name does not appear on any such agreement and the names of its 
officers appearing thereon do not indicate the capacity in 
which they affixed their signatures. 
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The question for the Board is whether Seven-Up 
Bottling Company (Fort William) Limited is party to the 
collective agreement in respect of which the union made this 
application for conciliation services. The answer depends on 
whether Seven-Up Bottling Company (Fort William) Limited 
carried on collective bargaining with the union and whether 
the document signed by the parties following such bargaining 
was intended to embody the terms which were to govern their 
relations. 


On the evidence presented, we are satisfied 
that, certainly after 1954, Mr. Katarynuk and Mr. Andrychuk 
carried on collective bargaining with the union as the 
representatives of Seven-Up Bottling Company (Fort William) 
Limited. They chose to execute collective agreements in 
which the name of "the Company" was shown as "Seven-Up 
Bottling Company". Consequently, we find that these agree- 
ments followed collective bargaining between the union and 
Seven-Up Bottling Company (Fort William) Limited, contained 
the terms which were to govern relations between that 
respondent and its employees, and that the respondent 
intended to be bound by these terms. There is absolutely 
nothing in the evidence before us to indicate that any doubt 
ever existed concerning the intenvion of the parties that 
Seven-Up Bottling Company (Fort William) Limited was the 
party bound by the collective agreements executed by them. 
We are satisfied, therefore, that the recently-expired 
collective agreement in which "the Company" was designated 
as "The Seven-Up Bottling Company" as in fact executed by 
Mr. H. Andrychuk on behalf of Seven-Up Bottling Company 
(Fort William) Limited. 


On the facts of this case, we find that Seven-Up 
Bottling Company (Fort William) Limited is a paity to the 
collective agreement in respect of which the union has made 
this application for conciliation services. Accordingly, we 
revoke that part of the Board's decision of November 24, 
1960, in so far as it amended the name of the respondent to 
read "The Seven-Up Bottling Company". 
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SPECIAL ENDORSEMENTS IN CONCILIATION SERVICES APPLICATICNS 
DISPOSED OF BY THE BOARD . 


1196-61-C: Local No. 7 Ottawa, Ontario, of the Bricklayers, 
Masons and Plasterers International Union of America 
(Applicant) v. Federal Masonry Contractors; Thomas Fuller 
Construction Co. (1958) Ltd; Queensview Construction & 
Development Ltd.; A. Lanctot Construction Co. Ltd; M. J. 
Sulpher and Sons Ltd.; J.E. Copeland Co. Ltd.; James 
Conlon; James R. Beach; James More and Sons Ltd.; Shore and 
Horwitz Construction Co. Ltd.' Roland Lariviers Ltd.; 

Emile Levesque; Ed Brunet & Sons Ltd.; H. Langlois, 

Georges Loranger Inc. (Respondents). (Referred June 1961). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Mhe evidence before the Board is that, although 
notice of desire to bargain was not given by the 
applicant to any of the respondents in accordance 
with the terms of section 40 of The Latour Relations 
Act, nevertheless bargaining was in effect conducted 
by the following respondents: Federal Masonry Contractors, 
Roland Lariviere Ltd., Emile Levesque, H. Langlois 
and James Conlon. 


There is also evidence before the Board that 
the Builders Exchang2 had been authorized to bargain 
on behalf of Thomas Fuller Construction Co. (1958) 
Ltd.. that the Exchange had bargained with the union 
but had failed to notify the union of this authorization. 


Having regard to the provisions of section 13(3) 
of the Act, the applicant's request that conciliation 
services be made available to the parties is granted 
with respect to the employees of each of the 
respondents named in paragraphs 2 and 3 of this 
decision, in the bargaining unit defined in the 
collective agreement between the applicant and the 
respective respondents effective May 11, 1959. These 
several matters are referred to the Minister. 


Since the evidence before the Board is that no 
bargaining was conducted by or on behalf cf Queensview 
Construction & Development Ltd., A. Lanctot Construction 
Go. litd.. . Mi: Sulphur and sons Ura.) Snore and 
Horwitz Construction Co. Ltd., Ed. Brunet & Sons Ltd., and 
Georges Loranger Inc., the applicant's request is 
denied with respect to these respondents." 
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SPECIAL ENDORSEMENTS IN CONSENT TC PROSECUTE APPLICATIONS 
DISPOSED OF BY THE BCARD 


1031-61-U: Husband Transport Limited (Applicant) v. 

General Truck Drivers! Union Local 938 Affiliated with the 
International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehouse- 
men and Helpers of America (Toronto terminal) (Respondent). 
(Dismissed June, 1961). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"We shall assume for present purposes, but without 
making any decision on the point, that the activities 
of William Davidson, the business agent of the 
respondent, were of such a nature that the respondent 
union could be said to have authorized an unlawful 
Strike of employees of the applicant by reason of 
the vicarious responsibility imposed on a trade union 
under section 72(2) of The Labour Relations Act. 
Nonetheless, having wegard to the sters taken by the 
president of the union to settle tne strike that 
occurred here and especially the cisciclinery action 
taken by the union against tne business agent, we 
are of opinion that we should not consent to the 
institution of a prosecution of the respondent unicn. 
Reference may be had to the decision of tnis Board 
in the George and A3smussen Case, Ontario Labour 
Relations Board Monthly Report, June 1959, p. 114." 


Board Member Colin C. Young dissented and said: 


"T dissent. In my view there is enough evidence 
before the Board to permit consent being granted to 
the institution of a prosecution and, while If do not 
seek in any way to minimize the steps taken by the 
president of the union, I would have preferred to 
leave to the court the decision as to the sufficiency of 
his actions.” 


1485-61-U: Johnson, Perini, Kiewit (Applicant) v. 4G. 
Gallagher (Respondent). (Dismissed). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"This is an application for consent to 
institute a prosecution of the respondent for an 
offence under The Labour Relations Act in that 
the respondent, as an officer, official or agent 
of a Trade Union did counsel, procure, support 
or encourage an unlawful strike contrary to 
Section 55 of The Labour Relations Act. 
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After considering all the evidence and 
the representations of counsel for both parties 
the Board finds that the respondent is an agent 
of International Hod Carriers and Common Labourers 
Union of America, Local 183 and that he represented 
the trade union in everything he did with reference 
to this matter. 


The Board further finds that the respondent 
counselled, procured and encouraged a strike of the 
employees of the applicant as a representative cf 
International Hod Carriers and Common Labourers Union 
of America, Local 183. 


The Board's jurisdiction in this matter must 
be found within the relevant provisions of The 
Labour Relations Act. Section 55 of The Labour 
Relations Act sets out three ingredients of the 
offence which is alleged to have been committed by 
the respondent. The three ingredients of the offence 
are: 


(a) the act complained of must be committed by 
an officer, official or agent of a trade union. 


(b) the officer, official or agent cf a trade 
union must counsel, procure, support or 
encourage a strike. 


(c) the strike must be unlawful. 


Each of these three ingredients is essential to the 
applicant's case. 


It has been the policy of this Board for many 
years to require an applicant to establish a prima 
facie case for all the essential ingredients to an 
offense alleged to have been committed. 


Counselling, procuring or encouraging a 
strike by a union official is not, by itself, pro- 
hibited by The Labour Relations Act. The Labour 
Relations Act provides a remedy, in these circumstances, 
only if the strike is unlawful. The applicant has 
established a prima facie case for some of the 
ingredients of an offence under section 55 of The 
Labour Relations Act. However, there was no evidence 
tendered to indicate that the strike was unlawful. 
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The Board is a quasi-judicial body and must 
proceed on the evidence adduced at the hearing. 
Counsel for the respondent, during his argument, drew 
the attention of the Board to the fact that there was 
not a tittle of evidence before the Board to show 
that the strike was unlawful. The Board thereupon 
invited counsel for the applicant to deal with this 
argument. The only reply that counsel for the 
applicant then made was that he would make no comment 
on whether or not the strike was unlawful. 


The Board further finds on the basis of 
all the evidence before it, that the applicant has 
failed to satisfy the onus resting upon it to 
establish an essentail ingredient of an offence under 
section 55 of The Labour Relations Act, namely, that the 
strike engaged in by the employees of the applicant 
was unlawful. 


The application is therefore dismissed." 
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TABLE I 
i APPLICATIONS & COMPLAINTS TO THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 
i‘ Number of Applications Filed 
y Type of Application June lst 3 months of fiscal year 
: Tol 1-02 0-61 
i. Certification "3 176 197 
| If. Declaration Terminating 
4 Bargaining Rights 3 18 13 
III. Declaration of Successor 
i, Status 1 : 1 


IV. Conciliation Services 105 362 310 





V. Declaration that 


; Strike Unlawful 4 12 9 
_ VI. Declaration that 

, Lockout Unlawful 1 u 2 
f Vit. Consent to Prosecute os 26 32 
SVIII. Complaint of Unfair 

y Practice in Emp loyment LS 38 - 

i (Section 65) 

_ IX. Miscellaneous 4 8 1 
' TOTAL 219 642 565 
: TABLE II 

HEARINGS OF THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 

‘ 

, Number 

x June lst 3 months of fiscal year 
4 Ech 1-62 0-61 
" 

a Hearings and continuation 

: of Hearings by the Board 83 260 221 
‘ 3 
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TABLE Iil 


APPLICATIONS & COMPLAINTS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR 
RELATIONS BOARD BY MAJOR TYPES 


Type of Application June lst 3 months of fiscal year 
ToT O1-62 0-01 
Pic Certeiiication 58 180 210 


II. Declaration Terminating 
Bargaining Rights 6 16 15 


III. Declaration of Successor 
Status Ay mt 6 


IV. Conciliation Services 133 394 293 


V. Declaration that 
Strike Unlawful 2 9 dd: 


IV. Declaration that 
Lockout Unlawful mel i uf 


VII. Consent to Prosecute 9 23 oh) 


Peel. » Complaint of Unfair 
) Practive in Employment 12 35 - 
(Section 65) 
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APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 
BY TYPES AND BY DISPOSITION 


*Employees 
L Disposition June 1st (3) mos.fiscal yr. June 1st 3° mos. fiscal yr. 
T61 61-62 somcat Kop 61-62 60-61 
Certification 


D eertified 111 185) 72 ope) 439 


38 
_ Dismissed 14 AS HC EO Gus SES) 170 
"Withdrawn LOG Hes ig) 6a ars 36 
 poran” 58 G60 O10 73) 5386 | GNG 


Pll Termination of Bargaining Rights 





_ Terminated 5 6 7 67 84 204 
Dismissed 1 9 4 52 153 29 
Withdrawn ae 1 ee HN Ls 380 

TOTAL Ss 16 LON te a ey 613 





* These figures refer to the number of employees directly 
affected and are based on the number of employees in the 
bargaining units at the time the applications for certification 
were filed with the Board. Totals for applications dismissed 
and withdrawn are approximate. 
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- S26 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY 
BOARD (continued) 


Number of appl'ns Dis. of 


dune VASe 1 s0MOs (TLscal. wre! 
T61 61-62 60-61 


1 Conciliation Services* 


Referred 129 376 
Dismissed - 
Withdrawn 4 1 


mM 
rH o~ 
M1 OD 


TOTAL 133 394 


inv) 
Oo 
Uo 


| 
| 
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LV Declaration that 
Strike Unlawful 


Granted 
Dismissed 
Withdrawn 


fe 
OHH 


TOTAL 


V Declaration that 
Lockout Unlawful 


Granted 
Dismissed 
Withdrawn 


is oe 
ie cae 


ei 


TOTAL 


VI Consent to 
Prosecute 


foo 
WhO 


Granted 
Dismissed 
Withdrawn 


ls Be 
WW FMN 
NO 


1 


TOTAL 


* Includes applications for conciliation services re unions 
claiming successor status. 
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TABLE V 


REPRESENTATION VOTES IN CERTIFICATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED 
OF BY THE BOARD 


Number of Votes 
June 1st 3 months of fiscal ye 
ase | 1-62 0-61 
DEA J Va ASA oa a LN RCI CO RAO 


Certification After Vote 
este ee Ae VEL VOUS 


Pre-hearing vote ey at - 
post-hearing vote o. Li 1s 

Dismissed After Vote 
pre-hearing vote 2 4 - 
post-hearing vote s A e 
TOTAL 16 43 34 


Includes applicant - intervener applications in which both 
applicant and intervener apply for a new unit and either 
applicant or intervener is certified. 


TABLE VI 


REPRESENTATION VOTES IN TERMINATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF 


BY THE BOARD 


Number of Votes 
June lst 3 months of fiscal Ve 


TOL 1-62 0-01 

Respondent Union Successful ae 2 
Respondent Union Unsuccessful 5 6 5 
TOTAL Cs 6 7 


In termination proceedings where a vote igs taken, the applicant 
is a group of employees, or the employer, the incumbent union is 
thus the respondent. 
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Representation Votes in Certification Applications 


Disposed _ of by the Board 
January 1, 1961 - March 31, 1961 


In the period between January 1, 1961, and March a1, 
1961, the Board disposed of 49 applications for certification 
after the taking of a representation vote, As shown in Table 1 
below in 29 of these applications post-hearing votes were held 


and in 20 of these applications pre-hearing votes were held, 


Table 1 


Representation Votes in Applications for Certification 
Determined by Board 


January 1, 1961 = March 31, 1961 





FRE, Of, Representation, Vote ereoted reeesges 
Pre - hearing Vote 14 6 
Post - hearing Vote L7 Ae 

3k 18 


The applicant union in the above applications is 
q shown in Table 2, 
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Table 2 


Applicant Union in Representation Votes 


in Application for Certification 


Determined by Board 
sepiiognt 


Air Terminal Ground Transport 
Employees Association 


Amalgamated Association of Street, Electric 
Railway and Motor Coach Employees of America 


Amalgamated Lithographers of America 
American Federation of Grain Millers 
Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
Independent Union of Watercraft 


International Association of Machinists 


International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 


Warehousemen & Helpers of America 


International Hod Carriers, Building & Common 
Laborers’ Union of America 


International Union of Operating Engineers 


International Union, United Automobile, Aircraft 
and Agricultural Implement Workers of America 


International Woodworkers of America 


National Association of Broadcast Employees 
and Technicians 


National Union of Public Employees 
Northern Electric Office Employees Association 
Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union 


No FP BP Pp 


eH 
nie 
Wty 


Ny 
NIN 
i 








i NY 


United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners 


of America oe 
United Cement Lime ana Gypsum Workers" 

International Union i 
United Packinghouse Workers of America ka 
United Rubber, Cork Linoleum and Plastic 

Workers of America | t 

TOTAL p0* 


* in one application the intervener also sought certification 
for a group of employees not represented by any other trade 
union, 


Choice Offered in Representation Votes 


Where one trade union applies for certification as 
bargaining agent for employees who are not at the time represented 
by another trade union and a representation vote is directed by 
the Board, the ballot offers the voters a choice between the 
applicant union and no union, Such a ballot is commonly referred 
to as a "Yes-No" ballot, Where there is a contest between two 
trade unions, both of whom seek certification for all or some of 
the same group of employees, and the employees are not at the time 
represented by any other trade union, the employees will be 
offered a choice between the two trade unions seeking certifica- 
tion, Such a ballot is commonly referred to as a "Two-Way" 
ballot, Where a trade union seeks to displace an incumbent union, 
i1.e., the union which is at the time the recognized bargaining 
agent for the employees, the employees will be offered a choice 
between the applicant union and the incumbent union, The applicant 
trade union in each of the three categories set out above and the 
intervener in the second category, of course, have to Satisfy the 
minimum requirements of section ?, Subsection 2, of The Labour 
Relations Act, as a condition precedent to a representation vote 
being directed by the Board, ‘Table 3 shows the Boards* disposi- 
tion of the applications following the taking of the vote, 
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Table 3 


Representation Votes by Choice Offered Voters 
Jan. 1, 1961 = March 31, 1961 











a Nature of Pre-hearing Vote Post-hearing Vote 
4 Choice ; 
Granted Dismissed Granted Dismissed 
(a) Between a 
Union and 4 1 8 11 
no Union 


(b) Between two 
Unions both - we i = 
seeking cer- 
tification 


(c) Between appli- 


; cant Union and 9 5 8 1 
q incumbent : 
. Union 

TOTAL 14 6 17 12 
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PART I 


CASE LISTINGS 


Applications for Certification 


a 
b 
Cc 


Applications for Declaration of Successor 
status 


Bargaining Agents Certified 
Applications Dismissed 
Applications Withdrawn 





Applications for Declaration of Early 
Termination of Agreement - 


Applications Under Section 79 of the Act 


Applications for Declaration that 
Strike Unlawful H 


Applications for Consent to Prosecute 
Applications Under Section 65 of the Act 


Applications for Declaration Regarding 
Financial Statement 


Indexed Endorsements 
Certification 


371-60-R Lindsay Antenna & Specialty 
Producte ved, 


591-60-R Rix-Athabasco Uranium Mines Ltd. 


4O7-60-R Harding Carpets Limited 
937-50-R Marel Plastering Contractors 
1580-60-R Brockville Chemicals Limited 
1632-60-R The Board of Commissioners of 
Police ofthe (Cie yer London 


13781-57 Underwater Gas Developers Limited 


Conciliation 


1131-61-C Abitibi Power and Paper Company Ltd. 


Trusteeship Reports Filed 


ADDENDUM 
347-60-R Canadian National Exhibition 
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Ss Ae 
APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS 
BOARD DURING JULY 1961 


Bargaining Agents Certified During July 


No Vote Conducted 


506-60-R: International Woodworkers of America (Applicant) v. 
Guelph Paper Box Company Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Guelph, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, and office 
staff." (31 employees in the unit) 

(Unit agreed to by the parties) 





671-60-R: Draftsmen's Association of Ontario, Local 164 
American Federation of Technical Engineers (Applicant) v. 
Canadian General Electric Company Limited (Designing and 
Drafting Unit of the Electronic Equipment and Tube Department 
at its Royce Works) (Respondent). 


Unit: ‘all draftsmen and their apprentices in the employ of 
the respondent in its Designing and Drafting Unit of the 
Electronic Equipment and Tube Department at its Royce Works, 
Save and except drafting supervisors and persons above the 
rank of drafting supervisor." (22 employees in the unit) 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity, the Board 
declares that tracers and detailers are 
included in the bargaining unit. 


On the basis of the evidence before it 
and in view of the special circumstances of 
this case, the Board declares that persons 
classisfied by the respondent as illustrators 
are included in the bargaining unit.” 


937-61-R: International Hod Carriers! Building & Common 
Labourers! Union of America, Local No. 1059 (Applicant) v. 
Marel Plastering Contractors (Respondent ) V. Operative 
Plasterers and Cement Masons International Association of the 
United States and Canada, Local 159 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all plasterers' helpers employed by the respondent on 
the apartment building project located at 1201 Richmond 
Street, London, Ontario, save and except non-working foremen 
and persons above the rank of non-working foreman." 

(17 employees in the unit) 


(SEE INDEXED ENDORSEMENT PAGE 132) 
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1168-61-R: Office Employes International Union, Local 343 


Applicant) v. Civil Service Association of Ontario (Toronto) 
Loa eee 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Toronto save and 
except the executive Secretary, office manager and the liaison 
officer." (12 employees in the unit) 





The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity, the Board 
declares that the bargaining unit includes the 
organizer and research officer," 


1193-61-R: Hotel Motel and Restaurant Employees Union Local 

99 (Applicant) and Hector Currier and Anita Currier 
carrying on business under the name and Style of 'Benoits'! 
Restaurant (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Cornwall, save and 
except manager, persons above the rank of manager, office 
Staff and persons employed for not more than twenty-four hours 
per week." (7 employees in the unit ) 


1273-61-R: Fuel, Bus, Limousine, Petroleum Drivers and Allied 
Employees Local Union No. Be (Applicant) V. Howard Furnace 
Limited (Respondent) v. Sheet Metal Workers! Int. Assoc. 

Local Union #233 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Metropolitan 
Toronto, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman, engineering staff, office staff and sales Starnes 
(85 employees in the unit) 





On June 21, 1961, the Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Having regard to the complexity of the 
issues involved with respect to the composition 
of the bargaining unit the Board finds that this 
is not an appropriate case in which a pre-hearing 
Vote should be directed. Therefore the Board 
denies the applicant's request for a pre-hearing 
representation vote and directs the Registrar to 
fix a new terminal date for the application) in 
accordance with section 2 of the Board's Rules of 
Procedure and to effect the services provided for 
in section 5 of those Rules," 


1323-61-R: Christian Trade Unions of Canada (Applicant) v. 
Guardian Publishing Company Limited (Hamilton) (Respondent ). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Hamilton, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, office and 
Sales staff, and persons regularly employed for not more than 
24 hours per week." (9 employees in the unit ) 
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1378-61-R: International Union of United Brewery, Flour, 
Cereal Soft Drink & Distillery Workers of America, AFL-CIO-CLC 
(Applicant) Vv. John R. Baird carrying on business under the 
firm name and style of Baird's Moving and Cartage (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Kitchener, save and 
except manager, persons above the rank of manager and office 
staff." (6 employees in the unit) 


1388-61-R: International Union of Electrical, Radio and 
Machine Workers' IUE-AFL-CIO-CLC (Applicant) v. Beck Electric 
Manufacturing Company Limited (Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: ‘all employees of the respondent at Toronto, save and 
except foremen, foreladies, persons above the ranks of foreman 
or forelady and office and sales staff." 

(47 employees in the unit ) 


1403-61-R: International Hod Carriers', Building and Common 
Labourers! Union of America, Local 527 (A.F.L. - Cit y0s)) 
ea (Applicant) v. A. Marfoglia and Sons Limited 
Respondent ). 


Unit: "all construction labourers employed by the respondent 
at its Springfield Road and Rideau Terrace apartment building 
project at Eastview, save and except non-working foremen and - 
bersons above the rank-of non-working foreman,” 

(6 employees in the unit) 


1413-61-R: District 50, United Mine Workers of America 


DL iganb ey R. R. MacKinnon Manufacturing Limited 
Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at: Dundas, save ‘and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, and office 
and sales staff." (12 employees in the unit) 

(Unit agreed to by the parties) 





1414-61-R: International Association of Brid e, Structural and 
Ornamental Iron Workers, Local 765 [Sous souneh Wier CoueG.. PLtg 


; 


patrick Limited (Respondent). 


Unit fer sal}: reinforcing rodmen employed on the North Channel 
Bridge project of the respondent at Cornwall, who place and 
tie all iron, steel, metal and wire mesh used in reinforced 
concrete construction, save and except non-working foremen and 
persons above the rank of non-working foremen." 

(9 employees in the unit) 


1415-61-R: Bricklayers', Masons! and Plasterers! International 
Union of America (Applicant) v. Anglin-Norcross Ontario 
Limited SES baie 
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Unit: "all bricklayers and bricklayers' apprentices in the 
employ of the respondent at its Goderich Hospital project at 
Goderich, save and except non-working foremen and persons 
above the rank of non-working foremen." 

(10 employees in the unit) 





1450-61-R: Draftsmen's Association of Ontario Local 164, 
American Federation of Technical Engineers A.F.L. - C.1.0, 
(Applicant) v. John Inglis Co. Limited (Respondent). v. The 
Association of Engineering Draftsmen and Technical Associates 
(Intervener). 


Unit: "all draftsmen, apprentice draftsmen and tracers in its 
Inglish Electric Division at Metropolitan Toronto, save and 
except section supervisors and persons above the rank of 
section supervisor." (40 employees in the unit) 





The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The applicant has applied for certification 
as bargaining agent for a group of draftsmen in the 
employ of the respondent at Scarborough, comprising 
thirty-two draftsmen in its English Electric Division 
and thirty-three draftsmen in its General Engineering 
Division. The intervener is the incumbent bargaining 
agent for a group of draftsmen of the respondent com- 
prising three draftsmen in its Consumer's Products 
Division and six draftsmen in its General Engineering 
Division at Strachan Avenue, Toronto, and the said 
thirty-three draftsmen in its General Engineering 
Division at Scarborough. 


The applicant has as its members all the 
draftsmen in the English Electric Division and seven 
of the draftsmen in the General Engineering Division 
in Scarborough, and there is no evidence of membership 
in the applicant of the draftsmen in the Consumer's 
Products Division or the General Engineering Division 
at Strachan Avenue, Toronto. Having regard to the 
decision of the Board in the Barnett McQueen Case 
(1959) C.C.H. Canadian Labour Law Reporter. Transfer 
Binder 1955-59 9716139, the applicant must have member- 
ship in excess of forty-five per cent in the group of 
employees represented by the intervener to be entitled 
to a representation vote among such employees. In 
this case, the applicant has failed to satisfy the 
Board that it has not less than forty-five per cent of 
the employees of the respondent as members of the 
applicant in the group represented by the intervener, 
and in fact it has less than forty-five per cent of the 
employees of the respondent as members of the applicant 
in the group represented by the intervener in the 
General Engineering Division at Scarborough, 
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In the circumstances of this case the 
Board further finds that all draftsmen, apprentice 
draftsmen and tracers in its English Electric 
Division at Metropolitan Toronto, save and except 
Section supervisors and persons above the rank of 
Section supervisor constitute a unit of employees of 
the respondent appropriate for collective bargaining. 


A certificate will issue to the applicant.” 
Board Member D. B. Archer said: 


"I agree with the final decision of the 
majority but for different reasons. The respondent 
has a number of divisions. In this case the English 
Electric Division moved from St. Catharines to 
Scarborough where the General Engineering Division 
already had a plant. The applicant had a collective 
bargaining relationship with the English Electric 
Division at St. Catharines. The intervener had a 
collective bargaining relationship with the General 
Kngineering Division in both Scarborough and the 
Strachan Avenue plants. The applicant has applied 
for certification as bargaining agent for all drafts- 
men of the respondent at Scarborough. 


In my opinion there are at least two appro- 
priate bargaining units, one for the General Engineer- 
ing Division and one for the English Electric Division. 
This separateness of bargaining units has been estab- 
Jtehed by @ long history of bargaining. Since the 
applicant has only a majority in the English Electric 
Division I would certify him for that iil aa hots ag an Bw 
has not the requisite forty-five per cent membership 
in any other unit and should be dismissed with respect 
to the General Engineering Division. 


The Barnett McQueen decision, in my opinion, 
does not apply. If the company by moving its English 
Flectric Division to Scarborough has created one bar- 
gaining unit of draftsmen at Scarborough then both the 
applicant and the intervener have the necessary forty- 
five per cent membership in such bargaining unit and a 
representation vote should be ordered," 


1451-61-R: International Union of Operating Engineers 
oeien Vv. Gartshore Construction Company Limited (Sault 
Ste. Marie) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at or working 
out of Sault Ste. Marie, save and except carpenters, carpenters! 
apprentices, office staff, non-working foremen and persons above 
the rank of non-working foreman." (2 employees in the unit ) 
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1470-61-R: Local 2307 United Brotherhood of Carpenters and 
Joiners of America (Applicant) v. J. G. Fitzpatrick Limited 
(Respondent ). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters apprentices in the employ 
of the respondent on the North Channel Bridge project at 
Cornwall, save and except non-working foremen and persons above 
the rank of non-working foreman." (15 employees in the unit). 


1478-61-R: Hotel and Restaurant Employees and Bartenders 
International Union, Local 412 (Applicant) v. Central Public 
House Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its Central Public 
House at Sault Ste. Marie, save and except manager, persons 
above the rank of manager and persons employed for not more 
than twenty-four hours per week." (5 employees in the unit) 





1480-61-R: Hotel and Restaurant Employees and Bartenders 
International Union, Local 412 (Applicant) v. Canada Catering 
Company Limited. (Algoma Steel Corporation Limited at Sault 
Ste. Marie) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at the steel plant of 
the Algoma Steel Corporation Limited at Sault Ste. Marie, save 
and except assistant managers, persons above the rank of 
assistant manager and office staff." (7 employees in the unit) 


1482-61-R: Shopmen's Local Union #757 of the International 
Association of Bridge, Structural and Ornamental Iron Workers 
etfiliated with the A;F.lv-0. 0.0.20, UsC. (Applicant ) v,.¢ross 
Ornamental Iron Limited (Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Metropolitan Toronto, 
save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, 
office staff and persons engaged in field erection work." 

(8 employees in the unit) 





1483-61-R;: Local 721 of The International Association of 
Bridge, structural & Ornamental Iron Workers (Applicant) v. 
Gross Ornamental Iron Limited (Metropolitan Toronto) 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at and working 
out of Metropolitan Toronto engaged in field erection work, 
save and except non-working foremen, persons above the rank of 
non-working foreman, and shopmen who are required from time to 
time to engage in field erection work." 

(8 employees in the unit) 
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1491-61-R: International Hod Carriers!', Building and Common 
Labourers! Union of America, Local 527 (Applicant) v. A. Cayer 
& Frere Limitee (Respondent). 


Unit: "all construction labourers of the respondent employed 
at or working out of Ottawa, save and except non-working 
foremen and persons above the rank of non-working foreman." 
(2 employees in the unit) 





1493-61-R: Northern Electric Employee Association (Applicant) 
v. Northern Electric Company Limited (Respondent ) v. Local 944, 
The International Union of Operating Engineers (Intervener). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its communications 
equipment division, London Works, in the County of Middlesex, 
Save and except section chiefs, persons above the rank of 
section chief, registered nurses, office staff, stationary 
engineers and persons primarily engaged as their helpers in 
the boiler room and security guards." 

(832 employees in the unit) 





1507-61-R: Ready Mix, Building Supply, Hydro and Construction 
Drivers, Warehousemen and Helpers, Local Union No. 230, of 

the International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers of America (Applicant) v. Metro 
Cartage (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Metropolitan Toronto, 
Save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, and 
office staff." (11 employees in the unit) 





1509-61-R: Printing Specialties and Paper Products Union, 
Local 540 (Applicant) v. The Reid Press Limited (Respondent) 
v. Hamilton Typographical Union, No. 129 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all cutting machine operators employed by the respondent 
in its bindery department at Hamilton, save and except foremen 
and persons above the rank of foreman." (4 employees in the unit 
(Having regard to the submissions and the agreement of the 
parties and to the special circumstances of this case) 





1511-61-R: National Union of Public Service Employees (Applicani 
v. Corporation of the Township of Korah (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its works department 
at the Township of Korah, save and except foremen, persons above 
the rank of foreman and office staff." 

(17 employees in the unit) 





1512-61-R: International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers of America Local 990 (Applicant) v. 
Dalewood Transport Limited (Respondent). 
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Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at and working 
out of Port Arthur, save and except foremen, dispatchers, 
persons above the ranks of foreman and dispatcher, and office 
staff." (7 employees in the unit) 





1525-61-R: Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers 
Local Union No. 880, affiliated with International Brotherhood 
of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America 
(Applicant) v. Harry Wilfred Carnegie, of the Township of 
Sandwich West, carrying on business under the firm name and 
style of Suburban Trucking (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in the Township of 
Sandwich West, save and except foremen, persons above the rank 
of foreman and office staff." (7 employees in the unit) 


1529-61-R: United Steelworkers of America (Applicant) v. 
Belwood Appliance Company Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its plant at Fergus, 
save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and 
office staff." (43 employees in the unit) 


1545-61-R: United Textile Workers of America Local 247 
(Applicant) v. Lees Hamilton Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its plant in 
Hamilton, save and except foremen, persons above the rank of 
foreman and office staff." (24 employees in the unit) 


1551-61-R: International Hod Carriers! Building and Common 
Labourers! Union of America, Local #597 (Applicant) v. Anglin- 
Norcross Ontario Ltd. (Respondent). 


Unit: "all construction labourers employed by the respondent 
at its Sisters of St. Joseph's Hospital project at Peterborough 
save and except non-working foremen, and persons above the rank 
of non-working foreman." 12 employees in the unit) 





1552-61-R: Operative Plasterers and Cement Masons! Internationa: 
Association of the United States and Canada Local 124 
(Applicant) v. A. Marfoglia & Sons Ltd. (Respondent). 


Unit: "all plasterers and plasterers apprentices employed by 

the respondent at its Rideau Terrace and Spring Field Road and 
its Lisgar and O'Connor Streets apartment projects in Ottawa, 

save and except non-working foremen and persons above the rank 
of non-working foreman." (8 employees in the unit) 
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1554-61-R: Hotel and Restaurant Employees and Bartenders 
International Union, Local 412 (Applicant) v. Nicolet House Ltd. 
(Respondent ). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its Nicolet House at 
Sault Ste. Marie, save and except manager, persons above the 
rank of manager and persons regularly employed for not more 
than 24 hours per week." (5 employees in the unit) 





1577-61-R: International Woodworkers of America (Applicant) v. 
Federal Packaging and Partition Company Limited (Ajax plant 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its plant at Ajax, 
save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman, and 
office staff." (39 employees in the unit) 





1581-61-R: Welders, Public Garage Employees, Motor Mechanics 
and Allied Workers Local Union 847, affiliated with the Inter- 
national Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and 
Helpers of America (Applicant) v. Hans Bothmer Storage Company 
Limited (at its Body Shop operations at Underwriters Road, 
Scarborough) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its Body Shop oper- 
ations at Underwriters Road, Scarborough, save and except foreme: 
persons above the rank of foreman and office staff." 

(6 employees in the unit) 


1585-61-R: International Union of Operating Engineers (Applican 
Vv. Sirie Construction Company Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at or working 
out of Sault Ste. Marie, save and except foremen, persons above 
the rank of foreman and office staff." (8 employees in the unit 





1588-61-R: Christian Trade Unions of Canada (Applicant) v. 
Charlies Harris & Sons Ltd. (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at or working 
out of its Bridgeview Survey, Hamilton, save and except foremen, 
persons above the rank of foreman, and office and sales staff." 
(21 employees in the unit) 


1597-61-R: Ready Mix, Building Supply, Hydro and Construction 
Drivers, Warehousemen and Helpers, Local Union No. 230, of the 
International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen 
and Helpers of America (Applicant) v. Metro Cartage (Respondent) 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Metropolitan Toronto, 
Save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and 
office staff." (11 employees in the unit) 
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1599-61-R: Building Service Employees' International Union, 
Local 200 (Applicant) v. Atikokan General Hospital (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its Hospital at 
Atikokan, save and except professional medical staff, graduate 
nursing staff, undergraduate nurses, graduate pharmacists, 
undergraduate pharmacists, graduate dietitians, student 
dietitians, technical personnel, supervisors, foremen, persons 
above the rank of supervisor or foreman, chief engineer, 
stationary engineers, office staff, persons regularly employed 
for not more than 24 hours per week, and students hired for the 
school vacation period." (12 employees in the unit) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Ror the purposes of clarity, the Board 
declares that the term technical personnel comprises 
physiotherapists, occupational therapists, psycho- 
logists, electro-encephalographists, electrical 
shock therapists, laboratory radiological, patho- 
logical and cardiological technicians." 


1610-61-R: International Hod Carriers! Building and Common 
laborers’ Union of America, Local 607 (Applicant) v. B. & B. 
Stone Ltd. (Respondent). 


Unit: “all employees of the respondent at its plant at 578 
South Syndicate Avenue, Fort William, save and except foremen, 
persons above the rank of foreman, and office and sales stant. 
(10 employees in the unit) 


1622-61-R: Upholsterers! International Union of North America 
(Applicant) v. Farquharson-Gifford Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: “all employees of the respondent at Stratford, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and office 
staff." (39 employees in the unit) 





The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Tm view of the circumstances which led 
up to the preparation of the document submitted to 
the Board as indicative of opposition by some of 
the employees of the respondent to the application 
of the applicant, the Board is not prepared to hold 
that the document weakens the evidence of membership 
submitted by the applicant so as to make it necessary 
for the Board to seek the confirmatory evidence of a 
representation vote in this case." 
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1631-61-R: Building Service Employees! Union, Local 210, A.F. 
Of: Ti =Cyd 0005 (0eb.C i CApplicantjuvi Nema?) Campbell, carrying 
on business under the firm name and style of A-1 Window Cleaners 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Windsor, save and 
except foremen and persons above the rank of foreman." 
(3 employees in the unit) 


1649-61-R: Local Union No. 636, International Brotherhood of 
Electrical Workers, (AFL-CIO-CLC) (Applicant) v. Public 
Utilities Commission, Township of Scarborough (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its garages in 
Scarborough Township, engaged in the servicing and maintenance 
of motor vehicles, save and except foremen, persons above the 
rank of foreman, clerical staff and persons regularly employed 
for not more than 24 hours per week." (4 employees in the unit) 


1658-61-R: The United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America (Applicant) v. Norcanda Engineering Company Limited 
(Project located at its Dominion Magnesium Project in Ross 
Township) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all carpenters and carpenters! apprentices in the employ 
of the respondent at its Dominion Magnesium Project in Ross 
Township." (14 employees in the unit) 


1567-61-R: International Brotherhood of Bookbinders, Local 
#100 (Applicant) v. The Brown Brothers Limited ( Metropolitan 
Toronto) (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent in Metropolitan Toronto, 
save and except foremen, foreladies, persons above the ranks of 
foreman and forelady, security guards, office and sales staff, 
and persons covered by subsisting collective agreements." 

(40 employees in the unit) 





Certified Subsequent to Pre-hearing Vote 


676-60-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers (Applicant) 
v. Harding Carpets Limited (Guelph) (Respondent ). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers in the employ of the respondent 
at Guelph, save and except the chief engineer and persons above 
the rank of chief engineer." (4 employees in the unit) 





Number of names on eligibility list 4 
Number of ballots cast 4 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 4 
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Number of ballots marked in favour 
of National Union of Operating Engineers 
of Canada, U.C.W., United Mine Workers 
of America, Local 851. 0 
Ballots segregated not counted 1 


1148-61-R: Building Service Employees! International Union, 
Local 204 (Applicant) v. St. Joseph's Hospital (Respondent) v. 
International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 700 
(Intervener). 


Unit: "all lay employees of the respondent at its hospital 

at Brantford, save and except professional medical staff, 
graduate nursing staff, undergraduate nurses, graduate pharm- 
acists, undergraduate pharmacists, graduate dietitians, student 
dietitians, technical personnel, supervisors, foremen, persons 
above the rank of supervisor or foreman, chief engineer, 
stationary engineers, office staff, persons regularly employed 
for not more than 24 hours per week, and students hired for the 
school vacation period." (181 employees in the unit). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"For the purposes of clarity, the Board 
declares that the term technical personnel comprises 
physiotherapists, occupational therapists, psycho- 
logists, electro-encephalographists, electrical 
shock therapists, laboratory, radiological, patho- 
logical and cardiological technicians." 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list 149; 
Number of ballots cast 166 
Number of spoiled ballots 1 
Number of ballots segregated 

(not counted) 35 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant tie 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 55 


1153-61-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers (Applicant. 
v. The Toronto Western Hospital (Respondent) v. International 
Union of Operating Engineers Local 796 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all stationary engineers in the employ of the 
respondent at Toronto, save and except the assistant chief 
engineer and persons above the rank of assistant chief engineer. 


(13 employees in the unit) 
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Number of names on revised 

Plisipility ist 12 
Number of ballots cast 12 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant LO 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener 2 


1195-61-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 
payee v. Chrysler Corporation of Canada, Limited 
Respondent) v. Local 944, International Union of Operating 
Engineers (Intervener). 


Unit: "all licensed engineers, firemen and labourers employed 
by the respondent in its power plants at Windsor, save and 
except the chief engineers and persons above the rank of chief 


engineer." (29 employees in the unit) 
Number of names on revised 
Sligeibilityrilist 29 
Number of ballots cast 29 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour of applicant reg 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour of intervener 8 


1292-61-R: Milk and Bread Drivers, Dairy Employees, Caterers 
and Allied Employees Local Union No. 647, of the International 
Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers 
of America (Applicant) v. Canada Bread Company Limited. 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all driver salesmen of the respondent at Dale, save 
and except supervisors, persons above the rank of Supervisor, 
office staff, students hired for the school vacation period 
and persons regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per 
week." (2 employees in the unit) 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility list m 
Number of ballots cast 2 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 2 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant O 


1381-61-R: Oil, Chemical and Atomic Workers International Unior 
Applicant) v. Cities Services Refining (Canada) Limited 
Respondent) v. International Union of Operating Engineers, 

Local 700 (Intervener) v. Cities Service Refinery Employees! 

Association (Intervener). 
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Unit: "all employees of the respondent in its Trafalgar 
Refinery in the Township of Trafalgar, save and except shift 
foremen; supervisors; persons above the rank of shift foreman 
or supervisor; office and clerical staff: mechanical 
technicians; professional engineers; plant protection employees; 
laboratory employees other than laboratory technicians, testers 
and samplers; students hired for the school vacation period and 
university students employed in the training programmes; 
Stationary engineers and persons primarily engaged as their 
helpers and the chief engineer employed in the power house," 
(70 employees in the unit) 





Number of names on revised 


See ole voy ere G ae 
Number of ballots cast 55 
Number of spoiled ballots aL 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 33 


Number of ballots marked in 
favour of intervener, Cities 
Service Refinery Employees'! 
Association Ais 


1383-61-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers (Applicant 
v. The Robert Simpson Company Limited (Respondent ) Vv. 
International Union of Operating Engineers Local 796 (Intervener 


Unit: “all licensed stationary engineers and power plant 
operators of the respondent at its plants at Toronto, save and 
except the chief engineers." (19 employees in the unit) 





Number of names on 

Cligipiiity list 19 
Number of ballots cast 19 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant Le 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener Ty 


1534-61-R: Canadian Union of Operating Engineers (Applicant) 
v. Avro Aircraft Limited (Respondent) v. National Union of 
Operating Engineers of Canada, District 50, U.M.W.A., Local 
14922 (Intervener). 


Unit: "all certified operating engineers and their 
uncertified helpers employed by the respondent at its plants at 
Malton in the operation of ‘power plants including stationary 
Steam engines, boilers, refrigeration units, compressors, 

Steam turbines, air conditioning units, diesels, and similar 
equipment, save and except the chief engineers and assistant 
chief engineers." (16 employees in the unit) 

(Having regard to the special circumstances of this case) 
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Number of names on revised 
Srigibl Livy 1186 id 
Number of ballots cast ee 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour of applicant 10 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour of intervener i 
Certified Subsequent to Post-hearing Vote 
591-o1-R: International Union of Mine, Mill and Smelter 
‘Workers (Applicant) Vv. Rix-Athabasca Uranium Mines Limited 
(United Cobalt operations, Cobalt area) (Respondent) v. United 
Steelworkers of America (Intervener). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its United Cobalt 
operations in the Cobalt area, save and except foremen and 
shift bosses and persons above the rank of foreman and shift 
boss, office staff and students employed for the school 
vacation period." (13 employees in the unit) 





(SEE INDEXED ENDORSEMENTS PAGE 127) 


Number of names on revised 

elibility list 4 
Number of balitots cast 4 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 2 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener a 
Number of ballots segregated 

(not counted) 1 


675-60-R: United Textile Workers of America (Applicant) v. 
Brown Shoe Company of Canada, (1960) Ltd. (Respondent) v. 
Perth Shoe Employees Benefit Association (Intervener). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Perth, save and 
except assistant foremen, fitting floor ladies, persons above 
the rank of assistant foreman and fitting floor lady, persons 
regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per week and 
office and sales staff." (209 employees in the unit) 





On May 29, 1961, the Board endorsed the Record in part 
as follows: 


"The corporate name of the respondent was 
changed from "Perth Shoe Company, Limited" to 
"Brown Shoe Company of Canada, (1960) Ltd." by 
supplementary letters patent dated May 3rd, 1960. 
As a change in a@ corporate name does not affect 
the rights or obligations of a company, the Board 
further finds that the intervener is the bargaining 
agent of the employees of the respondent in the 
bargaining unit defined in the collective agreement 
between Perth Shoe Company Limited and the intervener, 
effective March 2, 1959." 
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Number of names on revised 

eligipiiiatcy List 209 
Number of ballots cast 207 
Number of ballots segregated 

(not counted) 8 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant ifs 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener 26 


1132-61-R: International Chemical Workers Unsonv aA sh) "or oD. 
C.l.0. C.L.C. (Applicant) v. Maple Leaf Mills Limited 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the Toronto Elevators Division of 
the respondent at its Prescott plant in the Township of 
Edwardsburg, save and except foremen, persons above the 
rank of foreman and office and sales staff. 

(12 employees in the unit) 





Number of names on eligibility list 12 
Number of ballots cast le 
Number of spoiled ballots 1 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 7 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 4 


1174-61-R: O11, Chemical and Atomic Workers International 
Union (Applicant) v. Cities Service Oil Co. Ltd. (Respondent ) 
v. International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 700 
(Intervener ). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at and working 
out of its Trafalgar Marketing Terminal at the Township of 
Trafalgar, save and except dispatchers, office employees, 
loaders, driver trainers, foremen and persons above the rank of 
foreman." (59 employees in the unit) 


Number of names on revised 

elieiboglicy sc 48 
Number of ballots cast 48 
Number of ballots segregated 

(not counted) 1 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 38 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of Cities Service Tank 

Truck Drivers! Association - 

Bronte Council 10 
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Applications for Certification Dismissed no Vote conducted 
at tb 0 ime ssea no vote conaucted 


371-60-R: Lindsay Antenna Employees Association, 54 Cambridge 
St. N. Lindsay, Ont. (Applicant) v. Lindsay Antenna & 
Specialty Products Ltd. (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at Lindsay 
save and except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman 
and office staff." (51 employees in the unit) 


(SEE INDEXED ENDORSEMENTS PAGE 125) 


832-60-R: International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers 
AFL-CIO-CLC Applicant ) Ve PuUDt eeUrte toe. of Galt (Electric 
Department) (Respondent). (29 employees) 


1221-61-R; The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers 


Applicant) v. Borden Company Limited (Belmont) (Respondent). 
4 employees) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The applicant has requested that a pre- 
hearing representation vote be taken in this matter. 


Having regard to the decision of this Board 
dated April 25th, 1961, in the matter of Canadian 
Union of Operating Engineers; Borden Company Limited; 
and International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 
944 {File No. 557-60-R), the instant matter was listed 
for hearing to afford the applicant an opportunity to 
establish the timeliness of its application. 


Having regard to all the evidence before it, 
the Board finds that the material facts relating to 
the timeliness of this proceeding have not changed 
Since its decision of April 25th, 1961. 


Conciliation services having been granted on 
May 9th, 1960, to International Union of Operating 
Engineers, Local 944 in respect of the employees of 
the respondent affected by this application, we find 
that the instant application is untimely under 
section 46 (2) (b) (ii) and (iii) of The Labour 
Relations Act in that, although twelve months have 
elapsed from the date of the granted of the afore- 
Said request for conciliation services, nevertheless 
the conciliation process has not been completed as no 
conciliation board has been appointed and the Minister 
has not informed the parties that he does not deem it 
advisable to appoint a conciliation board as required 
be sub-clauses (ii) and (111) of section 46 (2) (b) 
which are the ‘later' dates provided for in that 
section. 
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In this respect reference may be had to the 
Board's decision dated May 16th, 1961 in the 
Lewis Bakeries Limited Case, File No. 794- 
60-R. 


The application is accordingly dismissed." 


1250-61-R: Canadian Oil Company Employees' Association 
(Applicant ) v. Canadian Oil Companies Limited (Bulk Plant, 
Hamilton) (Respondent). (28 employees) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The applicant having failed to establish 
its status as a trade union within the meaning of 
The Labour Relations Act at the hearing of this 
matter, this application is therefore dismissed." 


1518-61-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America (Applicant) v. Ontario Store Fixture Co. Limited 
(Respondent). (66 employees) 


1580-61-R: Brockville Chemicals Employees Association 
(Applicant) v. Brockville Chemicals Limited (Respondent) v. 
International Chemical Workers Union (Intervener) v. United 
Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America (Intervener). 
(116 employees) 


(SEE INDEXED ENDORSEMENT PAGE 134) 


1586-61-R: London and District Building Service Workers 
Miwon bocal” 220, BseS ve, 1 Ul, eee eae CeO, = Cre. 
(Applicant) v. St. Joseph's Hospital (Respondent). 


Voting Constituency: "All employees of St. Joseph's Hospital, 
290 Russell Street, North, Sarnia, Ontario, save and except 
professional medical staff, graduate nursing staff, under- 
graduate nurses, graduate pharmacists, graduate dietitians, 
Student dietitians, technical personnel, supervisors, persons 
above the rank of supervisor, office staff, engineers, persons 
regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per week, and 
persons employed for the school vacation periods." 

(287 employees) 


1618-61-R: United Electrical, Radio and Machine Workers of 
America (UE) (Applicant) v. Welland Parks Board (Respondent). 
(15 employees) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 
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"The Board finds that the respondent is a 
municipality as defined in the Department of’ 
Municipal Affairs Act and that it has declared 
under section 89 of The Labour Relations Act that 
that Act shall not apply to it in its relations 
with its employees or any of them. In view of 
the action of the respondent in making such a 
declaration, the Board has no jurisdiction to 
process this application further, and the pro- 
ceeding is accordingly terminated." 


1626-61-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America (Applicant) v. Ontario Store Fixture Co. Limited 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its plant in the 
Township of Etobicoke, save and except foremen, persons above 
the rank of foreman and office and sales staff," 

(67 employees in the unit) 





The Board endorsed the Record as follows; 


"For the purposes of clarity, the Board 
declares that the plant employees engaged in 
installation within Metropolitan Toronto are 
included in the bargaining unit." 


1629-61-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America (Applicant) v. Trend Flooring & Supplies Limited 
(Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at and 
working out of its plant at Scarborough, save and except 
foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and office staff." 
(69 employees in the unit) 


1632-61-R: National Union of Public Employees (Applicant) v. 
The Board of Commissioners of Police of the City of London 
(Respondent). (13 employees) | 


(SEE INDEXED ENDORSEMENT PAGE 135) 
Certification Dismissed subsequent to Pre-hearing Vote 
ae et Se eee ele or nCar Lie VOUS 


1384-61-R: The Canadian Union of Operating Engineers (Applicant } 
v. Simpsons-Sears Limited (Respondent ) v. International Union of 
Operating Engineers Local 796 (Intervener). 


Voting Constituency: "all licensed stationary engineers and 
power plant operators employed by the respondent at its 
premises at 108 Mutual Street, Toronto and at its Kenmore 
Building in the Township of Etobicoke, save and except the 
chief engineers." (11 employees in the unit) 


a 
why 


i 
ng a 





























aN EISL YM, pag a RO 
: | to wate nt Pa or ee 
A gs Teepe cea on mp POE O SB | 
baa OF NOLTOL RR, Of aH brBOR NB 

| “O50 mia i 8 rei 


to ments Rew Peep a PP Sear ) 


Pauitondat 09) shila afar Okt eI, he 


ivgds myer ota ea nia ape He res aveR., yeueandads, jeg 


We 


iy Ns ow ne? ‘Ve 
Fran Fon hl tino ie alg baetaboe a a 
bua 4 aah Pena tae wone gabe wild vmeotiae | 
2: eee Sistah ieen (heads ata, rere wiauen \, 
ey ae No" roy ‘fed Diego Nat | a tid Sw. ‘noksallpeendy i 
see gs ONE Babe is 1G | Beve eee: babi nee ‘i a 


To avedlcb. foe nvabAeda ed ak bonrasdeoie Bch bah ar: 








Hediasl Basle es aban hers WV Cabeaiiaae $0 i 
| | rovacseeh) 
rth De POs. wn on abana a: fans oe a ig ea bahia its” ; 
Sagokw bok OVER.  euONOU ae Se: De Aha Oat Fe Jeo Girton 
fiers eo Ske Seat tad3e) Oe OR Sa, erode ange ght Bt 


Ctkee eh: ik eonpe ieee, 


cy (obaOL toda) esevet yet, at ida 24 puke ihe tei: i 
roterad to ako. ok to ead h.20 sromo kum Luma)’ yo | 
(44: aot sya, fh) { . (seabapqnati) © 


(GEL ADA a axsanr wae) 
Woy wbunot- und ed de onsen emake coaaha Ag 


WAY sthondand anliatee: Io. HOsuD cathored ey ae 
} DANA ANNE 4% agai ocr) “pedlinkd: ernest: ane 
Aer he tak) (hiro maaan 


Had eisortnaw vianokiaga bogie tae a 
esi te gnobaugnet ONT EG. See 

eromiien wii Js bas’ odiqaoD saendey 

ay Igacky Din avee ay on 

sacani nia ik 





- 116 - 


Number of names on revised 

eligibility Lise 12 
Number of ballots cast 12 
Number of ballots segregated 

(not counted) 1 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant | 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener 6 


Certification Dismissed subsequent to Pos’'t-hearing Vote 


1054-61-R: International Chemical Workers Union (Applicant) 
v. London Winery Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at its Wharncliffe 
Road plant in London, save and except foremen, persons above 
the rank of foreman, sales and office staff, cafeteria help 
and persons regularly employed for not more than 24 hours per 





week." (15 employees in the unit) 
Number of names on revised 
eligibility list Ts 
Number of ballots cast digs 
Number of ballots marked in 
favour of applicant S 
Number of ballots marked as 
opposed to applicant LO 


1175-61-R: Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers, 
Local Union No. 880, affiliated with International Brotherhood 
of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen and Helpers of America 
(Applicant) v. Harold Marcus Limited (Respondent). 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent at Bothwell, save and 
except foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and office 
staff." (13 employees in the unit) 





Number of names on eligibility list ii 
Number of ballots cast 1% | 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 2 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 9 


1249-61-R: International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 
793 (Applicant) v. Ambler-Courtney Limited feeepordedey: 


Unit: "all employees of the respondent employed at or working 
out of Cooksville engaged in the operation of shovels, bull- 
dozers and similar equipment and those primarily engaged in 
the repairing and maintaining of same, save and except non- 
working foremen and persons above the rank of non-working 
foreman." (7 employees in the unit) 
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Number of names on revised 

ClLigspLalt by List 5 
Number of ballots cast 5 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant 1 
Number of ballots marked as 

opposed to applicant 4 


APPLICATIONS FOR CERTIFICATION WITHDRAWN DURING JULY 1961 





1535-61-R: District 50, United Mine Workers of America 
(Applicant) v. Parkdale Auto Parts & Supplies (401 Parkdale 
ave, Nes Hamilton and No. 2 yard on Na. 20 Highway ) 
(Respondent). 


1553-61-R: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of 
America (Applicant) v. Brockville Chemicals Limited ("Maitland 
Works" located in the Township of Augusta, County of Grenville) 
(Respondent). (19 employees) 


1579-61-R: The United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners 
of America (Applicant) v. Norcanda (Quebec) Limited. (project 
located at Dominion Magnesium Ltd. site in Ross Township ) 
(Respondent ). 


1659-61-R: Hotel and Restaurant Employees Union, Local 743 
Affiliated with Hotel and Restaurant Employees & Bartenders 
I.U., AFL-CIO Canadian Labour Congress & Windsor and District 
Labour Council (Applicant) v. Colonial Hotel (Windsor) Limited 
Kenneth Eddie Limited (Respondent). 


1669-61-R: Hotel and Restaurant Employees Union, Local 743 
Affiliated with: Hotel and Restaurant Employees & Bartenders 
I.U., AFL-CIO Canadian Labour Congress & Windsor and District 
Labour Council (Applicant) v. Colonial Hotel (Windsor) 
Limited (Respondent). 


1660-61-R: Hotel and Restaurant Employees Union, Local 743 
Affiliated with Hotel and Restaurant Employees & Bartenders 
I.U., AFL-CIO Canadian Labour Congress & Windsor and District 
Labour Council (Applicant) v. Colonial Hotel (Windsor) Limited 
Kenneth Eddie Limited (Respondent). 


1668-61-R: Hotel and Restaurant Employees Union, Local 743 
Affiliated with: Hotel and Restaurant Employees & Bartenders 
I.U., AFL-CIO Canadian Labour Congress & Windsor and District 
Labour Council (Applicant) v. Colonial Hotel (Windsor) Limited 
(Respondent). 
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APPLICATION FOR DECLARATION CONCERNING STATUS OF SUCCESSOR 
TRADE UNION DISPOSED OF DURING JULY 1961 


1539-61-R: National Union of Public Service Employees 


ee cen) v. The Corporation of the City of Sarnia 


Respondent). (Granted) 
The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"The Board finds that the applicant is, 
by reason of a transfer of JUrasaleci on. the 
Successor to Local 796, American Federation of 
State County and Municipal Employees A.F. of re 


APPLICATION FOR DECLARATION OF TERMINATION OF COLLECTIVE 
AGREEMENT DISPOSED OF DURING JULY 1961 


1609-61-M: Local 28, International Molders' and Foundry 
Workers' Union of North America (Applicant) v. Bryant 
Manufacturing Co., Limited (Toronto) (Respondent), 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The parties having jointly applied for 
an early termination of. the collective agreement 
between them pursuant to section 39 (3) of The 
Labour Relations Act, the Board consents to the 
early termination by the parties of the collec- 
tive agreement dated the 3lst day of December, 
1959, termination to be effective on the 30th 
day of June, 196) o"' 


APPLICATIONS UNDER SECTION 79 OF THE ACT 


1234-61-M: Hotel and Restaurant Employees Union, Local #743 
(Applicant) v. Commodore Hotel (Windsor) (Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record ag follows; 


"The Board finds that Yee Chin Eng. Albert Eng, 
Edward Lavoie, John Mathew Porter, Barbara Knoll, 
Jean Kwong and Fred Dobson are employees of the res- 
pondent for the purposes of The Labour Relations Ret? 


1252-01-M: International Association of Machinists (Applicant) 
V. Plastic Contact Lens Company of Canada Limitea (Toronto) 
(Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The Board finds that Mr. A. R. Sykes and 
Mr. Frank Tempelmayr are at this time employees 
of the respondent for the purposes of The Labour 
Relations Act." 
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APPLICATIONS FOR DECLARATION THAT STRIKE UNLAWFUL 


1567-61-U: G.M,. Gest Limited (Toronto) (Respondent) v. 

J. Gregg, 112 Kendal Ave., Toronto; James Shipley, 23 Scott 
Drive, Richvale; K. Boucher, 83 Snowood Court, Downsview; 

L. Pasha, 3502 Eglinton Ave. W., Toronto; H. Holmes, 5 
Valleymede Road, Toronto; A. Peliter, 12 Mangrove Road, 
Toronto; N. Speranza, 39 Hector Ave., Toronto; A. Tippolito, 
30 Afton Avenue, Toronto; P. Perri, 686 Lansdowne Ave., 
Toronto; G. Forte, 12 Russett Ave., Toronto (Respondents). 
(Withdrawn) 


1568-61-U: G. M. Gest Limited (Toronto) (Applicant) v. 
International Hod Carriers, Building and Common Labourers'! 
Union, Local 183, (Respondent). (Withdrawn) 


1576-61-U: G. M. Gest Limited (Toronto 15) (Applicant) v. 
R. Macchione, et al (Respondents). (Withdrawn) 


1707-61-U: Delta Tile and Terrazzo Co. Ltd. (Hillcrest 
Convalescent Hospital, 47 Austin Terrace, Toronto) (Applicant) 
Vv. Gigi Pilosio, C. Cantauitti and M. Colonello (Respondents). 
(Withdrawn ) 


1708-61-U: Delta Tile and Terrazzo Company Limited (Hillcrest 
Convalescent Hospital, 47 Austin Terrace, Toronto) (Applicant) 
v. Local 31, Marble Masons, Tile Setters and Terrazzo Workers, 
affiliated with the Bricklayers, Masons and Plasterers Inter- 

national Union of America (Respondent). (Withdrawn) 


APPLICATIONS FOR CONSENT TO PROSECUTE 





1291-651-U: Herman Luks (Toronto) (Applicant) v. Local Union 
No. 1788 of the International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers, and The International Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers (Respondent). (Dismissed) 


On July 13, 1961, the Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The applicant having failed to appear and 
give evidence at the hearing of this application, 
the application is therefore dismissed." 


On July 21, 1961, the Board further endorsed the Record 
as follows: 


"The documents on file with the Board indicate 
that this matter came on for hearing on July 13, 1961, 
that the complaint was dismissed by reason of the non- 
appearance of the complainant on July 13, 1961, that 
the complainant was advised of the Board's decision by 
letter dated July 14, 1961 and that subsequently by 
letter dated July 16, 1961, the complainant requested 
the Board to reconsider its decision. 
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: The complainant by his letter dated July 8, 
1961, suggested that the Board hear this matter on 
July 13, 1961, and having been served with the 
Board's Notice of Hearing Pixing July 13, 1961 at 
9:15 o'clock in the forenoon (ED.T.) as the date 
for the hearing of the complaint, failed to notify 
the Board that he would be unable to attend the 
hearing on that date and at that time and allowed 
the respondent to be put to the expense of appearing 
on that date for the hearing. The complainant 
further failed to notify the Board of the reasons 
for his non-attendance at the hearing until his 
letter of July 16, 1961, was received by the Board. 


The Board, therefore, having regard 40 ad 
the circumstances of this case, does not consider 
it advisable to reconsider its decision of July 13, 


1961." 


1445-61-U; Herman Luks (Toronto) (Applicant) v. Local Union 
No. 1788 of The L.B.E.W., and The International Brotherhood 
of Electrical Workers (Respondent), (Dismissed) 


On July 13, 1961, the Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The applicant having failed to appear and 
give evidence at the hearing of this application, 
the application is therefore dismissed," 


On July 21, 1961, the Board further endorsed the Record 
as follows; 


"The documents on file with the Board indicate 
that this matter came on for hearing on July 13, 1961, 
that the complainant was dismissed by reason of the 
nhon-appearance of the complainant on July 13, 1901, 
that the complainant was advised of the Board's 
decision by letter dated July 14, 1961, and that sub- 
sequently by letter dated July 16, 1961, the com- 
plainant requested the Board to reconsider its 
decision, 


The complainant by his letter dated July 8, 
1961, suggested that the Board hear this matter on 
July 13, 1961, and having been served with the Board's 
Notice of Hearing fixin July 13, 1961 at 9:15 o'clock 
in the forenoon (E.D.T.) as the date for the hearing of 
the complaint, failed to notify the Board that he would 
be unable to attend the hearing on that date and at 
that time and allowed the respondent to be put to the 
expense of appearing on that date for the hearing. 
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The complainant further failed to notify the 
Board of the reason for his non-attendance at 
the hearing until his letter of July 16, 1961, 
was received by the Board. 


The Board, therefore, having regard to 
all the circumstances of this case, does not 
consider it advisable to reconsider its decision 
HopwuLy ts. Ago. 


1530-61-U: John Hurlburt (Construction Project at 199 Bishop 
Avenue) (Applicant) v. Pasquale Cannatro (Respondent). 
(Withdrawn 

1531-61-U; John Hurlburt (Construction Project at 199 Bishop 
Avenue) (Applicant) v. Manlio Franco (Respondent). 
(Withdrawn ) 


1532-61-U: John Hurlburt (Construction Project at 199 Bishop 
Avenue) (Applicant) v. Nello Mendizza (Respondent). 
(Withdrawn) 


1569-61-U: G. M. Gest Limited ee neee (Applicant) v. 
Mr. N. Chomyshn (Respondent). (Withdrawn) 


1628-61-U: Herman Finger Helmut Mueller (Grandview Estates 
Sub-division) (Applicant) v. Antonio Iacobelli (Respondent). 
(Withdrawn ) 


1641-61-U: District 50, United Mine Workers of America 


Applicant) v. Mr. Ronald D. Taylor (Hamilton) (Respondent). 
Withdrawn 


1642-61-U: District 50, United Mine Workers of America 


ee v. Mr. L. Ginsberg (Hamilton) (Respondent ) 


Withdrawn 


1706-61-U: Delta Tile and Terrazzo Company Limited (Hillcrest 
Convalescent Hospital, Toronto) (Applicant) v. Local 31, 

Marble Masons, Tile Setters and Terrazzo Workers, affiliated 
with the Bricklayers, Masons and Plasterers International Union 
of America (Respondent) (Withdrawn) 


1720-61-U: Lumber and Sawmill Workers! Union Local 2537.08 
the United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of America 
(Applicant) v. Mr. Raynald Charette (Respondent) (Withdrawn) 


1721-61-U: Lumber and Sawmill Workers! Union Local 2537 of 

The United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of America 
Tenens v. Mr. Albert Otis (Westree) (Respondent) 
Withdrawn 
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1722-61-U: Lumber and Sawmill Workers! Union Local 2537 of 
the United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of America 
(Applicant) v. Mr. Victorin Charette (Respondent). (Withdrawn) 


1723-61-U: Lumber and Sawmill Workers! Union Local 2537 of 
the United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of America 
(Applicant) v. Mr. Laurant Pelletier (Respondent). (Withdrawn) 


1724-61-U: Lumber and Sawmill Workers! Union Local 2537 of 
the United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of America 
(Applicant) v. Mrs. Laurent Pelletier (Respondent). (Withdrawn) 


1739-61-U: Lumber and Sawmill Workers' Union Local 2537 of 
the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America 
(Applicant) v. Sulo Korpela (Sudbury) (Respondent). (Withdrawn) 


1740-61-U: Lumber and Sawmill Workers' Union Local 2537 of 
the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America 
hacen v. Oliver Korpela (Sudbury) (Respondent). 
Withdrawn 


1741-61-U: Lumber and Sawmill Workers' Union Local 2537 of 
the United Brotherhood of Carpenters & Joiners of America 
aaa v. Wesmak Lumber Co. Ltd. (Sudbury) (Respondent). 
Withdrawn 


1742-61-U: Lumber and Sawmill Workers! Union Local 2537 of 
the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America 
Teen v. David Landreault (Westree) (Respondent) 
Withdrawn 


APPLICATIONS UNDER SECTION 65 (UNFAIR LABOUR PRACTICE) 


DISPOSED OF DURING JULY 1961 


787-60-U: United Packinghouse Food & Allied Workers 
(Complainant) v. Brampton Poultry Limited (Respondent). 


861-60-U: Local 24825, Canadian Labour Congress (Complainant) 
v. Industrial Wire and Cable Limited (Toronto) (Respondent). 


1111-61-U: Retail, Wholesale and Department Store Union, AFL: 
CTOICLE Meee Gane) v. Canteen Services Ltd. (Metropolitan 
Toronto) (Respondent). 


1150-61-U: Lumber and Sawmill Workers Union Local Be ton 

The United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America 
[Sea eeea ht v. The Island Lake Lumber Company Ltd. 
Respondent). 
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1303-61-U: Fuel, Bus, Limousine, Petroleum Drivers and Allied 
Employees Local Union No. 352 (Complainant) v. Howard Furnace 
and Foundries Limited (Respondent). 


1304-61-U: Fuel, Bus, Limousine, Petroleum Drivers and Allied 
Employees Local Union No. 352 (Complainant) v. Howard Furnace 
and Foundries Limited (Respondent). 


1385-61-U: Fuel, Bus, Limousine, Petroleum Drivers and Allied 
Employees Local Union No. 352 (Complainant) v. Howard Furnace 
and Foundries Limited (Respondent), | 


1411-61-U: Edward Muszynski (Complainant) v. Frank Collantonio 


(Toronto) (Respondent). 


1412-61-U: Edward Muszynski (Applicant) v. Louis Jugloff 
(Metropolitan Toronto) (Respondent). 


1446-61-U; Edward Muszynski (Complainant) v. Alvino Petto 
Toronto) (Respondent). 


1484-61-U: The General Truck Drivers! Union Local 879 
(Complainant) v. F. W. Fearman Company Limited (Respondent). 


1538-61-U; Harry Persson, Field Representative (Complainant) 
v. Mr. Peter Slewadge, Manager, 77 Market St., Sault Ste. Marie, 
Ont. (Respondent). 


1542-61-U: United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners cf 
America Local Union 93 (Complainant) v. Dominic Supports And 
Forms Limited (Respondent). 


1652-61-U: District 50, United Mine Workers of America 
SCE aint v. R. R. MacKinnon Manufacturing Limited 
Respondent). 


1672-61-U: Carpenters Local Union #494 (Complainant ) v. Deluca 
Construction Company (Respondent). 


1694-61-U:; Ready Mix, Building Supply, Hydro and Construction 
Drivers, Warehousemen and Helpers, Local Union No. 230, of the 
International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Warehousemen 
and Helpers of America (Complainant ) v. Dellelece Trucking 
(Sudbury) (Respondent). 


1704-61-U: International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, 
Warehousemen and Helpers, Local 419, Warehousemen and Miscellane 
Drivers (Complainant) v. Local Cartage Company (Respondent). 
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APPLICATIONS FOR DECLARATION REGARDING FINANCIAL STATUS 
DISPOSED OF DURING JULY 1961 


1301-61-M: Herman Luks (Applicant) v. Local Union No. 1788 of 
the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers and the 
International Brotherhood of the Electrical Workers (Respondents) 


On July 13, 1961, the Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The applicant having failed to appear and 
give evidence at the hearing of this application, 
the application is therefore dismissed." 


On July 21, 1961, the Board further endorsed the Record 
as follows: 


"The documents on file with the Board indicate 
that this matter came on for hearing on July 13, 1961, 
that the application was dismissed by reason of the 
non-appearance of the applicant on July 13, 1961, that 
the applicant was advised of the Board's decision by 
letter dated July 14, 1961, and that subsequently by 
letter dated July 16, 1961 the applicant requested 
the Board to reconsider its decision. 


The applicant by his letter dated July 8, 1961, 
Suggested that the Board hear this matter on July 13, 
1961, and having been served with the Board's Notice 
of Hearing fixing July 13, 1961 at 9:15 o'clock in the 
forenoon (E.D.T.) as the date for the hearing of the 
application, failed to notify the Board that he would 
be unable to attend the hearing on that date and at 
that time and allowed the respondent to be put to the 
expense of appearing on that date for the hearing. 

The applicant further failed to notify the Board of 
the reason for his non-attendance at the hearing until 
his letter of July 16, 1961, was received by the Board. 


The Board, therefore, having regard to all the 
circumstances of this case, does not consider it advis- 
able to reconsider its decision of July 13, 1961." 


1594-61-M: Daniel J. Carroll (Applicant) v. Lumber and Sawmill 
Workers Union, Local 2693 (Respondent). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The complainant having advised the Board 
by his letter dated July 10, 1961, that he has 
received a copy of the respondent's financial state- 
ment, this proceeding is therefore terminated." 
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CERTIFICATION INDEXED ENDORSEMENTS 





371-60-R: Lindsay Antenna Employees Association (Applicant) 
V. Lindsay Antenna & Specialty Products Ltd. (Respondent). 
(DISMISSED JULY 1961). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The unit of employees of the respondent 
proposed by the parties as appropriate for 
collective bargaining was 


All employees of the respondent Company at Lindsay, 
Ont. save and except ehe following- 


(a) Those holding the position of Supervisors 
or higher, including those employed in a 
confidential capacity and those having 
the power to hire or fire others. 


(0) Office Employees. 
(c) Students employed for a temporary period. 
(d) Security guards. 


All employed at the Mary St. Plant, of the Lindsay 
Antenna & Specialty Products Ltd., Lindsay, Ont. 


Having regard to the representations of the applicant 
at the hearing, the unit of employees that the Board determines 
to be appropriate for collective bargaining in this matter is al: 
employees of the respondent employed at Lindsay save and except 
foremen, persons above the rank of foreman and office staff. 


At the hearing the applicant informed the Board that 
Supervisors are below the rank of foreman and would be included 
in the bargaining unit referred to in paragraph (3). The appli- 
cant further informed the Board that, under the respondent's 
rules, new employees undergo a probationary period of three 
months, 


The applicant's constitution provides in part as 
follows: 


EMPLOYEES , Shall mean hourly paid employees who work 
at the Mary St, Lindsay plant, except the 
following- 
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(a) Those holding the position of Supervisors 
or higher, including those employed in a 
confidential capacity and those heving the 
power to hire or fire others. 


(bo) Office Employees. 
(c) Students employed for a temporary period. 
(d) Security Guards. 


With respect to eligibility for membership in the applicant, 
article 3(1) of the constitution provides as follows: 


Eligibility 


Membership in the association shall be open to all 
employees who have been employed with the company 
for at least 3 months. 


The applicant, by its constitution, has created 

a bar to the admission to membership of (i) supervisors and (ii) 
employees employed for a period of less than three months. This 
case falls squarely within the principles set out in the Gaymer 
& Oultram Case, (1954) CCH Canadian Labour Law Reporter, 917,073; 
C.L.S. 76-429 and the Ottawa Citizen Case, (1954) CCH Canadian 
Labour Law Reporter, 9J1/7,076;C.L.S. 76-431. The application is 
accordingly dismissed. 


In view of our finding with respect to eligibility 
for membership in the applicant, it is unnecessary to determine 
whether the applicant is a trade union within the meaning of 
section 1(1) (j) of The Labour Relations Act. 


However, since the instant case marks the first 
appearance of the applicant before the Board, we believe that 
we should draw the attention of the applicant to a further 
question that arises concerning its compliance with the Board's 
standard respecting proof of membership in the association. A 
representation made on behalf of the applicant at the hearing 
indicated that applicants for membership were informed regarding 
the possibility that money paid in respect of initiation fees or 
monthly dues would be returned to them. The Board is not called 
upon to make a finding in connection with this aspect of the cas: 
but the attention of the applicant is drawn to the Board's 
decision in the De Laval Case, (1952) CCH Canadian Labour Law 
Reporter, Transfer Binder 717,031, C.L.S. 76-331, where the 
Board stated as follows: 
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The Board has stated on many occasions that 

a payment conditioned on the outcome of an 
application for certification is not accept- 
able as evidence of membership in support of 
that application:. Such a payment is not 
evidence of membership; at best, it is evidence 
of a willingness to become a member in a certain 
eventuality. 


See also the Parmenter & Bulloch Case, (1952) CCH 
Canadian Labour Law Reporter, Transfer Binder 417,038; 
C.1.8! 76-347 and the Continental Paper Products Case, 
(1955) CCH Canadian Labour Law Reporter, Transfer 
Binder 716,012; C.L.S. 76-474." 


591-60-R: International Union of Mine, Mill and Smelter Workers 
(Applicant) v. Rix-Athabasca Uranium Mines Limited (United 
Cobalt operations, Cobalt area) (Respondent) v. United Steel- 
workers of America (Intervener). (GRANTED JULY, 1961) 


On June 26th, 1961, the Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"In ordering the taking of a representation 
vote in this case the Board gave its usual direction 
that all employees of the respondent on February 28th, 
1961 "who did not voluntarily terminate their employ- 
ment or are not discharged for cause between the date 
hereof (February 28th, 1961) and the time the vote is 
taken will be eligibile to vote". One, T. Finnerty, 
along with a number of other employees in the bargain- 
ing unit, was placed on an indefinite lay-off from the 
employ of the respondent on March 10th. 


Finnerty, who was still on indefinite lay- 
off when the vote was taken on April 20th, 1961, was 
permitted to vote and his ballot was segregated and 
the ballot box sealed pending a decision of the Board 
as to his eligibility as a voter. At the time of the 
hearing held for the purpose of determining his 
eligibility, Finnerty had still not been recalled to 
the employ of the respondent and the evidence indi- 
cated that the respondent had no intention of recall- 
ing him, It was not disputed that this lay-off was 
the result of a reduction in the respondent's oper- 
ations and there was no evidence to suggest any 
impropriety on the part of the respondent in laying 
off, and not recalling Mr. Finnerty to its employ. 


Having regard to these circumstances and 
the long-standing and welltinown.. policy of the 
Board in cases of this nature, the Board finds that 
at the time of the vote Finnerty was not an eligible 
VOUCI, 
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While, as argued by the applicant, the words 
"discharged for cause" convey the meaning at 
common law that the person’ is discharged because 
of some misconduct on his part, the consistent 
practice of the Board since it has adopted these 
words in its endorsement clearly manifests that 
the Board intended a more extended meaning than 
is ascribed to them by the parlance of the common 
law. For obvious reasons the Board in its en- 
dorsement has carefully avoided a rigid and all- 
embracing description of the criteria of eligi- 
bLlatcy. “ 


4O7-60-R: Canadian Textile Council (Applicant) v. Harding 
Carpets: Limited (Carpet Yarn Mill, Guelph) (Respondent) v. 
National Union of Operating Engineers of Canada (Intervener) 
v. Textile Workers! Union of America, South Western Ontario 
Textile Joint Board, and its Local Number 741 (Intervener). 
(DISMISSED MARCH, 1961) 


On July 5, 1961, the Board further endorsed the Record as 
follows: 


"On March 29, 1961, the Board denied the 
request by the applicant that the Board reconsider 
its decision of March 1, 1961 in this matter except 
with respect to item 5 of the applicant's request. 
The Board indicated at that time that it would. give 
written reasons for its decision. The reasons for 
the Board's decision are as follows: 

The first ground urged upon us by the appli- 
cant is that the report of the examiner appointed 
in connection with the applicant's request for a pre- 
hearing vote was not ‘received by the Applicant and 
therefore objections could not be made'. The Board's 
Rules of Procedure do not provide for the service upon 
the parties of the report of the examiner on a pre- 
hearing vote. The Rules do contemplate and provide 
for full opportunity for the parties to present their 
evidence and to make their submissions after the vote 
has been taken, if the Board does deem it advisable 
that a pre-hearing representation vote be taken, If 
the request for a pre-hearing vote is denied, as it 
was in this case, the evidence and argument presented 
at the subsequent hearing held before the Board is 
the significant material upon which the Board proceeds 
in arriving at a conclusion;the report of the examiner 
on the pre-hearing vote is not considered by the Board 
once a request for a pre-hearing vote is denied. 
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It may not be amiss to point out, however, that the 
examiner's report to the Board contains the usual 
statement in reports of this type to the effect that 
the report was read to the representatives of the 
parties and no objection was taken to its contents. 
In other words, the applicant cannot claim, even if 
it were material to its case, that it was not aware 
of the contents of the examiner's report submitted 
to the Board. 


The second and third grounds relied on by 
the applicant are that "The Board was induced into 
error by misrepresentation and failure to disclose 
the full facts of the case" and that "The pwoard did 
not allow the Applicant to make its full submission 
in accordance with Section 75 (9) of the Act, though 
according that right to Respondent and Intervener. 
Also Section 77 (2) (c) was interpreted in one 
manner for the Respondent and Intervener and in 
another way for the Applicant." The fact is that 
the representative of the applicant was afforded 
full opportunity to submit evidence and make re- 
presentations on every aspect of the application. 
The only evidence tendered by the representative of 
the applicant that was not admitted was a newspaper 
report concerning the affairs of the respondent 
company which was rejected on the ground that it 
offended against the hearsay evidence rule and/or 
the opinion evidence rule. None of the evidence, 
whether given on behalf of the applicant or on 
behalf of the respondent, was taken under oath. 

In accepting unsworn testimony in this case, the 
Board followed its usual practice in such circum- 
stances. There is nothing in the applicant's re- 
quest for reconsideration, other than the general 
allegation, to indicate in what respect the evi- 
dence given at the hearing on behalf of the res- 
pondent company was inaccurate. The applicant had 
every opportunity to submit evidence in refutation 
of any testimony given on behalf of the respondent. 


A further ground upon which the applicant 
relies is that "The Board, in rendering its decision, 
accepted the completely unsupported word of the res- 
pondent, though in direct contradiction to that of 
the Applicant." The Board came to its conclusion on 
the basis of the evidence before it. The represent- 
ative of the applicant relied in the main on infer- 
ences he suggested the Board should draw from annual 
reports of the respondent company and associated 
companies, from returns to the Provincial Secretary 
and from the terms of certain letters patent. 
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On the other hand, officials of the respondent in 
attendance at the hearing testified viva voce of 
their own knowledge concerning the affairs of the 
respondent company and were subject to cross- 
examination. 


The applicant submits that the Board should 
have exercised "its power under 6 (1) of the Act ... 
to determine the wishes of the employees where doubt 
may exist as to the appropriateness of the Bargaining 
unit." The power of the Board under section 6 (1) 
of The Labour Relations Act is discretionary. The 
Board has exercised its discretion under this sub- 
Section to ascertain the wishes of the employees as 
to the appropriateness of the bargaining unit, not in 
cases where there is "doubt" as to the appropriateness 
of the bargaining unit, but in cases where in the 
opinion of the Board each of several units might be 
appropriate, so that the wishes of the employees con- 
stitute a major factor in the determination of what 
unit the Board should find appropriate in the par- 
ticular case. 


In so far as the applicant's claim for relief 
is based on the difficulties that might be encountered 
in the administration of a collective agreement in the 
bargaining unit found by the Board to be appropriate, 
the applicant had every opportunity to make represent- 
ations and did make representations respecting these 
Supposed difficulties at the hearing of this appli- 
cation. 


We come now to deal with the fifth item in 
the applicant's letter of March 6, 1961. In dealing 
with this item in its decision of March 29, 1961 the 
Board said: 


With regard to item 5, the Board in 
arriving at its decision, proceeded on the 
uncontradicted and unchallenged testimony 
of the representative of the respondent at 
the hearing before the Board on February 20, 
1961, that there were 130 employees in the 
worsted yarn mill who would be included in 
the appropriate bargaining unit if the Board 
were: to Tind, as in did in fact find). that 
the employees in the carpet yarn mill and in 
the worsted yarn mill at Guelph together 
constituted one bargaining unit. For the 
purpose of its decision, the Board assumed 
that the 93 membership cards filed by the 
applicant were all for persons who were in 
the employ of the respondent on the date of 
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the making of the application in the bare 
gaining unit which the Board found to be 
appropriate. On the basis of the 93 member- 
ship position entitling it to a vote in a 
unit not exceeding 207. The list of employees 
filed by the respondent with the Board as 
constituting the bargaining unit proposed by 
the applicant as being appropriate (i.e. the 
carpet yarn mill) consisted of 146 persons, 
16 of whom were on lay-off, 3 were ill and 2 
were on leave of absence. Adding to this 
number the 130 in the worsted yarn mill, the 
Board concluded that less than forty-five per 
cent of the employees in the unit the Board 
determined to be appropriate were members of 
the applicant and accordingly dismissed the 
application. However, to make assurance 
doubly sure, in view of the applicant's sub- 
mission in item 5 of the letter, the respon- 
dent is directed to submit a list of its 
employees appropriate for inclusion in the 
bargaining unit who were employed in the 
worsted mill on the date of the making of the 
application. Upon Submission of this list, 
the Board will check the list and the appli- 
cant's membership cards and will inform the 
parties of the result of this check. 


Subsequent to March 29, 1961 the Board obtained from the 
respondent a list of all its enployees in the bargaining unit 
found by the Board to be appropriate in its decision of March 
1, 1961 and made the usual cross checks. The parties were 
advised in detail of the result of the cross check on April 
21, 1961, in a letter which summarized the applicant's member- 
ship position as follows: 


Giving the applicant its best possible 
position, it is obvious that it had at the 
relevant dates a membership of less than 
thirty-six per cent of the employees in the 
appropriate bargaining unit. 


In view of these facts, the applicant's request for reconsider- 
ation on the ground set out in item 5 of its letter of March 6, 
1961 is also denied. 


In view of the foregoing conclusions it is 
unnecessary for us to deal with the submission of the applicant 
that if the Board were to grant a new hearing it should require 
"attendance of chief executives of the two Companies concerned, 
namely, Mr. Malim Harding, President Harding Carpets Limited, 
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and Mr. Geo. Dobbie, President of Newlands-Harding 
Yarns Limited, as those who concluded the agreement 
establishing the new Company, Newlands-Harding Yarns 
Limited. And, further, such other documents and 
persons necessary to obtain the full truth should be 
required by the Board under its powers', The repre- 
sentative of the applicant has appeared before the 
Board on many occasions and he surely must have been 
aware that he was entitled to ask that the Board issue 
Summonses for these persons to attend at the hearing, 
to testify and to produce such documents as might be 
relevant to his case. He failed to avail himself of 
the opportunity." 


937-61-R: International Hod Carriers! Building & Common 
Labourers! Union of America, Local No. 1059 (Applicant) v. 
Marel Plastering Contractors (Respondent) v. Operative 
Plasterers and Cement Masons International Association of 
the United States and Canada, Local 159 (Intervener). 
(GRANTED JULY, 1961) 


The Board endorsed the Record in part as follows: 


"The intervener and the respondent set up 
as a bar to the application of the applicant for 
certification as bargaining agent of the plasterers! 
helpers of the respondent an agreement entered into 
between them dated the fourth day of March, 1961. 
The evidence before the Board is that this agreement 
was entered into on March 4, 1961. The project to 
which the agreement relates did not get under way until 
March 13, 1961, and all employees of the respondent 
affected by this application were hired after March 13, 
1961. Although the agreement purports to be one between 
Local 159 of the Operative Plasterers and Cement Masons 
International Association of the United States and 
Canada, i.e., the London local of the international union, 
it was negotiated and executed not by the business agent 
or any official of the London local but by Anthony 
Mariano, an international representative who derived 
whatever authority he had in the matter not from the 
local but from Mr. C. Irvine, a vice-president of the 
international union. 


Indeed, the officials of the London local 
were not even aware that an agreement had been executed 
on behalf of the local in respect of the plasterers' 
helpers and the business agent of the London local 
testified that that local had never bargained for 
plasterers' helpers in London and that no plasterers! 
helpers in London were members of the local. Up to the 
date of the second hearing in this case, May 16, 1961, 
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none of the plasterers! helpers who entered 

the employ of the company had become members 

of the London local or paid any dues or fees 

to the local. Mariano testified that some of 
the plasterers! helpers on the project had 

come from Toronto and some were hired in London. 
He stated that those who came from Toronto were 
members of Local 117 of the "Operative Plasterers", 
In the course of cross-examination, Mariano 
produced a sample card which he said had been 
issued to plasterers! helpers working in London 
for the respondent who were members of Local 117. 
The card read as follows: 


Association 
of Plasterers! Helpers 

22 1958 = 
TST) PLE EN othe died ore Rea ge gill a Ie ay 
ADDRES rere olen ite rere aoe utiics'as aah wae ie ete ee 
IS A MEMBER IN GOOD STANDING 


NO iu selene ta Bieta See LG taieh aiaea is eae 6 acute ae 


Ck GAN TGL) s fe Se areatane iat etal Ss ate ia le alee avatars 


Subsequently, he said, they were given working 
cards but no sample of the working card was filed 
with the Board. The agreement provides that the 
employer will hire "only the members of the Party 
of the Second Part during the term of this agree- 
ment", the party of the Second Part being Local 
159 of the Operative Plasterers and Cement Masons 
International Association of the United States 
and Canada. Nevertheless, Mariano admitted that 
the employees who were hired in London were 
probably hired through the applicant union and 
the membership provisions of the agreement were 
never enforced. 


The agreement in this case falls within 
the strictures of the Board's decision in the 
Niagara Crushed Stone Case, (1958) C.C.H. 

Canadian Labour Law Reports, Transfer Binder 1955- 
59, 9716118, C.L.S. 76-614. The agreement cannot 
therefore operate as a bar to the present appli- 
cation. 


Since the intervener has not filed docu- 
mentary evidence to show that it represents any 
of the employees of the respondent affected by 
the application and since its only claim to re- 
present them is based on the agreement dealt with 
above, it has no status in these proceedings to 
make any allegations against the applicant. 
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It should be noted that, apart from setting 
up the agreement as a bar, the respondent 
has made no allegations against the applicant." 


1580-61-R: Brockville Chemicals Employees Association 
(Applicant) v. Brockville Chemicals Limited (Respondent) v. 
International Chemical Workers Union (Intervener) v. United 
Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America (Intervener). 
(DISMISSED JULY 1961) 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"Application for certification by a newly-formed 
organization. At the hearing the representative of the 
applicant informed the Board that the association had 
not adopted a constitution but intended to do so at the 
next meeting of the employees. Having regard to the 
fact that the applicant had no constitution in existence 
at the date of the filing of this application, the Board 
finds that it was therefore not a trade union for the 
purposes of The Labour Relations Act at that time. (See 
the decision of the Board in the Drummond Transit Company 
Case, File No. 16978-58; February, 1959 Monthly Report, 
p. 31.) The application is accordingly dismissed. . 





Since the instant case marks the first appearance 
of the applicant before the Board we believe we should 
draw the attention of the applicant to the fact that it 
has failed to comply with the Board's standard respecting 
proof of membership in the association. The evidence of 
membership filed with the application consisted of three 
lists of signatures on documents bearing in each case the 
heading: "THE FOLLOWING IS A LIST OF NAMES FOR THE 
BROCKVILLE CHEMICALS LTD EMPLOYEES ASSOCIATION FOR ONTARIO 
LABOUR BOARD CERTIFICATION.” The representative of the 
applicant informed the Board at the hearing that these 
documents were intended to comply with section 50 (1) of 
the Board's Rules of Procedure. However, in a statement 
of policy dated February 16, 1951 (CCH Canadian Labour 
Law Reporter, Vol. 2 960,981), the Board set out the sub- 
Scance of the evidence of membership that the Board 
requires in support of an application for certification 
under The Labour Relations Act. Consequently, even if we 
were to regard the list of signatures as evidence that 
the signatory employees had applied for membership in the 
applicant, there is no evidence before the Board to indieate 

that the employees had accepted membership by payments in 
respect of initiation fees or monthly dues or that they 
had presented themselves for initiation or taken the 
members! obligations or had done any other act consistent 
with membership in the applicant. 
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1632-61-R: National Union of Public Employees (Applicant) v. 
The Board of Commissioners of Police of the City of London 
(Respondent ). 


The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The applicant has applied for certification as 
bargaining agent for that group of employees described 
as ‘all of the garage employees of the respondent 
employed at the police garage in London, save and 
except the garage superintendent and persons above the 
rank of garage superintendent and cost control clerk.'! 


In the instant case there is a board of police 
commissioners and the garage employees are paid by 
the Board of Police Commissioners and the wages of the 
garage employees are included in the estimates submitted 
by the Board of Police Commissioners to the City Council. 


Having regard to the Board's decision in the 
Police Commission of the City of Sudbury Case, (1960) 
C.C.H., Labour Law Reporter, @16161, we find that the 
unit of employees described above falls within the 
term "assistants" in the description of a police force 
under section 12 of the Police Act where there is a 
Board of police commissioners. 





Pursuant to the provisions of section 2 (d) of 
The Labour Relations Act, The Labour Relations Act does 
not apply to the unit of employees for whom the applicant 
is seeking certification as bargaining agent. The 
application is therefore dismissed." 


Board Member D. B. Archer dissented and said: 


"For the reasons given by me in the Police 
Commission of the City of Sudbury Case, I dissent. I 
find that the garage employees for whom the applicant 
is seeking certification as bargaining agent constitute 
a unit of employees of the respondent appropriate for 
collective bargaining and that The Labour Relations Act 
does apply to them." 





13781-57: International Chemical Workers Union (Applicant ) an 
Underwater Gas Developers Limited (Port Alma) (Respondent). 
(GRANTED AUGUST 1959) 


On July 20, 1961, the Board further endorsed the Record 
as follows: 


"The Board has given careful consideration 
to the grounds set out in the respondent's request 
that the Board reconsider its decision of August 
6, 1959 in this matter. 
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The first hearing in this application was 
held on October 16, 1957. Written representations 
were thereafter submitted by the representative of 
the applicant and counsel for the respondent. 


On October 20, 1958, a further hearing was 
held in this matter and subsequently additional 
written representations were submitted for both 
parties. 


On May 20, 1959, the Board issued a decision 
in which it made a finding as to the facts concerning 
the nature of the respondent's operations involved 
in these proceedings and then invited the parties to 
proceed under Rule 21 of the. Board's Rules of 
Practice and Procedure, a rule which was made after 
the commencement of this application, for the purpose 
of enabling the Board to determine the constitutional 
issues involved. Counsel for the parties submitted 
that the rule had no retroactive effect and filed no 
further statement at that time. 


On August 6, 1959, the Board issued its 
decision certifying the applicant on the basis of 
the evidence and representations then before it. 


Up to that time no representations had been 
made by the respondent that the Board should take into 
consideration, the change in the composition of the 
work force in arriving at a idecisior. 


On September 15, 1959, counsel for the res- 
pondent applied to the Supreme Court of Ontario for an 
order in lieu of certiorari quashing the certificate 
of the Board dated August 6, 1959. Counsel for the 
respondent filed in support of such application the 
affidavit of Eugene Francis Coste, President of 
Underwater Gas Developers Limited, in which reference 
was made to a change in the working force. 


Up to the time of the application to the 
Supreme Court of Ontario no request had been made 
by the respondent that the Board should reconsider 
its decision in light of the circumstances as to the 
composition of the work force set out in the affi- 
davit of Mr. Coste. 


On November 29, 1959, Smily J. made an order 
dismissing the application of Underwater Gas 
Developers for an order in lieu of certiorari quashing 
the certificate of the Board dated August 6, 1959 
(Regina v. Ont. L.R.Bd.; Ex parte Underwater Gas 


Developers Ltd., (1960) O.W.N. 53). 
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On June 24, 1960, the Court of Appeal 
dismissed an appeal by Underwater Gas Developers 
Limited from the order of Smily J. pronounced on 
November 26, 1959 (Regina v. Ont. L.R.Bd.; Ex Parte 


Underwater Gas Developers Ltd., (1960) 0.R. 4i6). 


In his reasons for judgment dismissing the 
application for an order in lieu of certiorari, Smily 
J. dealt with a submission of counsel for the res- 
pondent to the effect that "only 9 of the original 39 
employees at the time of the application for certi- 
fication were still employed by the company" and 
concluded as follows: "In any event if the company 
considered it desirable that the Board should make 
a re-examination to determine the number of union 
members in the bargaining unit it ought to have 
applied to the board for reconsideration of its 
decision under the provisions of section 68 (1) of 
The Labour Relations Act..." (at p.54). 





The appeal from Smily J.'s decision was 
argued on March 11, 19600, and at the conclusion of 
the appellant's argument the court "intimated its 
agreement with the reasons and conclusions of Smily 
J.,'' on the issue raised concerning the composition 
of the work force. 


No request for consideration by the Board 
of its decision of August 6, 1959, was made by the 
respondent until December 16, 1960, when the Board 
received the respondent's letter of December 14,1960. 


Having regara to the foregoing circumstances 
the Board does not consider it advisable to reconsider 
its decision of August 6, 1959, on the ground set out 
in the respondent's letter of December 15, 1960." 


SPECIAL ENDORSEMENT IN APPLICATION FOR CONCILIATION SERVICES 
DISPOSED OF BY THE BOARD 


1131-61-C: United Papermakers and Paperworkers, Locals No. 232, 
109, 133, 135, 249 International Brotherhood of Pulp, Sulphite 
& Paper Mill Workers, Locals No. 132, 90, 67, 33, fit lh tit 
International Association of Machinists, Locals No. 309, 1371, 
485 International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers Locals No. 
1565, 896 International Union of Operating Engineers, Local No. 
865 (Applicants) v. Abitibi Power & Paper Company Ltd. Smooth 
Rock Falls Division Fort William Division Sturgeon Falls 
Division Iroquois Falls Division Thunder Bay Division Sault 

Ste. Marie Division (Respondent). (REFERRED JULY, 1961) 
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The Board endorsed the Record as follows: 


"The applicants, a number of locals and 5 
international unions, made an application requesting 
that conciliation services be granted to them and to 
the respondent company, Abitibi Power & Paper Company, 
Limited, in respect of 6 of the respondent company's 
divisions. The applicants filed in support of their 
application 6 separate collective agreements, one for 
each of the divisions. At the hearing directed by the 
Board in connection with this application, the repre- 
Sentatives of the applicants took the position that, 
in view of the past history of bargaining between the 
applicants and the respondent company, the Board 
should refer the application as if there was one 
collective agreement covering all the 6 divisions of 
the respondent company's operations. The respondent 
company took exception to the Board following such a 
course in light of the 6 separate agreements from 
which, it submitted, the bargaining rights of the 
applicants stemmed. After considerable discussion 
the spokesman for the applicants produced for the 
first time at the hearing before the Board a document, 
dated May 12, 1960, and headed 'MEMORANDUM OF 
AGREEMENT'. The parties signatory to this document 
are described as follows: 


ABITIBI POWER & PAPER COMPANY, LIMITED 


Iroquois Falls Division 
sault Ste. Marie Division 
Fort William Division 
Thunder Bay Division 

Pine Falls Division 
Beaupre Division 

Smooth Rock Falls Division 
Sturgeon Falls Division 


PROVINCIAL PAPER, LIMITED 


Port Arthur (Division 
and the following International Unions 


THE INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF PULP, SULPHITE 
AND PAPER MILL WORKERS 
UNITED PAPER MAKERS AND PAPER WORKERS 
INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHINISTS 
INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS 
INTERNATIONAL UNION OF OPERATING ENGINEERS 
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It will be noted that the international unions whose 
names appear in this document are the parent bodies of 


the local unions 


who are the applicants in these pro- 


ceedings. The document recites that 'The above parties 
met in conference... and hereby confirmed that the 


Labour Contracts 


which expired May 1, 1960 are renewed', 


Subject to certain amendments set out in the body of 
the document. We were informed that the terms of this 
memorandum were implemented immediately after May 12, 
1960 and that this implementation took place some time 
before the separate agreements between the locals and 
the company in respect of each of the divisions were 
drawn up and executed, 


An examination of the agreements which were 
eventually executed relating to the several divisions 
discloses the following: 


(2) 


(ii) 


In the Fort William Division, the parties 
are named aS Abitibi Power & Paper 

Company Limited, and United Paper Makers 
and Paper Workers Local No. 232, 
International Brotherhood of Pulp, 

Sulphite and Paper Mill Workers Local No. by 
International Association of Machinists Locé 
No. 309, International Brotherhood of 
Electrical Workers Local No. 1565, and 
International Union of Operating Engineers 
Local No. 865. 


In the Smooth Rock Falls Division, the part: 
are named as Abitibi Power & Paper Company 
Limited, and International Brotherhood of 
Pulp, Sulphite and Paper Mill Workers 

bocald. Now 353 


(iii)In the Iroquois Falls Division, the parties 


(iv) 


are named as Abitibi Power & Paper Company 
Limited, United Papermakers and Paperworkers: 
Local No. 109, International Brotherhood of 
Pulp,Sulphite and Paper Mill Workers Local 
No. 90, International Association of 
Machinists Local No. 1371, and Internationa: 
Brotherhood of Electrical Workers Local 

No. 869. 


In the Sturgion Falls Division, the parties 
are named aS Abitibi Power & Paper Company 
Limited, and 'The International Brotherhood: 
The two unions whose names appear in the 
heading of the agreement are United Paper 
Makers and Paper Workers Local No. 135 and 
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International Brotherhood of Pulp, Sulphite 
& Paper Mill Workers, Local No. 71. The 
representatives of these two unions are the 
only ones who executed this agreement, in 
addition, of course, to the representatives 
of the company. 


(v) In the Sault Ste. Marie Division, the parties 
are named as Abitibi Power & Paper Company 
Limited, and United Papermakers and Paperworkers 
Local No. 133, International Brotherhood of 
Pulp, Sulphite and Paper Mill Workers Local No. 
67, and International Brotherhood of Machinists 
Local No. 485. 


(vi) In the Tunder Bay Division, the parties are 
named as Abitibi Power & Paper Company Limited, 
and United Paper Makers and Paper Workers Local 
No. 249, International Brotherhood of Pulp, 
Sulphite and Paper Mill Workers Local No. 134, 
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers 
Local No. 1565 and International Union of 
Operating Engineers Local No. 865. 


On the facts before us, especially in view of the 
agreement to renew 'The Labour Contracts', the subsequent 
execution of separate agreements relating to each of the 
division, and the unions named as parties in these agreements, 
we are of opinion that it was the intention of the company 
and the unions to enter into a separate agreement in each 
division binding upon the local union or unions representing 
the employees in that division." 
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TRUSTEESHIP REPORT FILED 


Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher 
Workmen of North America 

at Kitchener. Report filed under date 
of July 6, 1961 by Joseph Sullivan, 
Resident Counsel, that trusteeship of 
Local Union No. 258 has been terminated 
effective June 6, 1961. 


For particulars of report of 
trusteeship see Monthly Report, Ontario 
Labour Relations Board, December 1960, 
page 345. 
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ADDENDUM 


347-60-R The Canadian Union of Operating 
Engineers (Applicant) v. Canadian 
National Exhibition (Respondent) v. 
International Union of Operating 
Engineers Local 796 (Intervener), 


In the May 1961, Monthly Report of The Ontario 
Labour Relations Board, pps 41-43 the determination of the 
Board with reference to the above application was cited. 


Inadvertently the result of the representation vote 
conducted by the Board was incorrectly reported. It should 
have read as follows: 


Number of names on Clie pLiscy list 9 
Number of ballots cast 9 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of applicant ‘f 
Number of ballots marked in 

favour of intervener 2 


Any inconvenience caused to the parties as a result of 
this error is regretted. 


In the June 1961 Monthly Report of The Ontario Labour 
Relations Board, the CASE LISTINGS page is amended as follows: 


... 8 Indexed Endorsements 
Certification 


918-61-R Dominion Glass Company Limited 
740-60-R Nick Babij, Plastering Contract< 
The latter entry was by error not entered on the 


CASE LISTINGS page. 
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PART 2 


STATISTICAL TABLES 


Applications and Complaints to the 
Ontario Labour Relations Board 


Hearings of the Labour Relations Board 


Applications and Complaints Disposed of 
by Ontario Labour Relations Board 


Applications and Complaints Disposed of 
by Board by Major Types 


Representation Votes in Certification 
Applications Disposed of by Board 


Representation Votes in Termination 
Applications Disposed of by Board 
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TABLE. I 


APPLICATIONS & COMPLAINTS TO THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARET 


Number of Applications Filed 





‘ : } nt Gaul 27 
Type of Application July ist 4+ months of fiscal year 
el cl oO.) 61-62 60-51 
tL Certification 63 239 258 
ia Declaration Terminating 
bereaining Riencs a Pall LY 
ce 8 Declaration of Successor 
Status - 1 i 
IV Conciliation Services 74 436 394 


V Declaration that 





Strike Unlawful S ‘ ue, 
VI Pecilaratvion that 
Lockout Unlawful - a 2 
VII Consent to Prosecute 16 Lo 37 
ee Complaint of Unfair 

Practice in Employment 
(Section 65) Lf ou, % 
IX Miscellaneous - 8 2 
TOTAL 176 818 721 








TABLE II 
HEARINGS OF THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 


Number 
July ist 4 months of fiscal year 
onl 1-02 O-ol 


Hearings and continuation 
of Hearings by the Board 79 339 283 
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TABLE IIL 


APPLICATIONS & COMPLAINTS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR 
RELATIONS BOARD BY MAJOR TYPES 


Jul lst 4 months of fi-cal ye: 
i eee ts  OOeeT 


Type of Application "61 1-02 0-01 
I Certification cde 256 e284 
If Declaration Terminating 
Bargaining Rights - 16 18 
IIt Declaration of Successor 
Status ”. ri 6 
IV Conciliation Services 88 182 Gres 
V Declaration that 
Strike Unlawful S 14 er 
VI Declaration that ‘ 
Lockout Unlawful - iL i 
VII Consent to Prosecute 19 Lo 36 
Weil Complaint of Unfair 
Practice in Employment 
(Section 65) LT 50 
IX Miscellaneous ae 10 
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TABLE IV 


APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY THE ONTARIO LABOUR RELATIONS BOARD 
BY TYPES AND BY DISPOSITION 


| | *tmployees 
~ Dispostion July 1st 4 mos.fiscal yr. July ist 4 ms.fiscal yr 
r61 61-62 60-51 T61 61-62 60-61 
Certification 
Certified Bai 165 200 2162 AYN? 5722 
Dismissed nity! 63 57 791 3072 2326 
Withdrawn if Pleas: eT 19 793 510 
MODAL 76 256. 4) 28h 2972 8308 8558 
II Termination of Bargaining Rights 

Terminated - 6 9 - 84 245 
Dismissed ~ 9 5 - 155 36 
Withdrawn = 7 4 - - 380 

~ 16 18 ~ 237 661 


* These figures refer to the number of employees directly affecte 
and are based on the number of employees in the bargaining unit 
at the time the applications for certification were filed with 
the Board. Totals for applications dismissed and withdrawn 
are approximate. 
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- 835 - APPLICATIONS DISPOSED OF BY 
BOARD (continued) 


Number of appa tns Die, of 
Jul lst 4 mos. fiscal yr. 
1 


1 1-52 00-61 
IIL Conciliation Services* 
Referred 82 458 352 
Dismissed ~ 6 e. 
Withdrawn 6 18 14 
TOTAL 88 4802 are 
IV Declaration that 
. strike Unlawful 
Granted - 4 Hs 
Dismissed - - i] 
Withdrawn fy rs ad 
TOTAL 5 14 13 
V Declaration that 
Lockout Unlawful 
Granted - bY 
Dismissed - - ~ 
Withdrawn - I - 
TOTAL - q 1 
VI Consent to 
Prosecute 
Granted ~ 7 AeA 
Dismissed a 4 2 
Withdrawn 17 1 a 
TOTAL ee aoe 36 


* Includes applications for conciliation services re unions 
Claiming successor status. 
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TABLE V 


REPRESENTATION VOTES IN CERTIFICATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED 
OF BY THE BOARD 


Number of Votes 
uuiy ist & months of fiscal yr, 


"61 1-62 O-O1 
Certification After Vote 
pre-hearing vote 3 19 - 
post-hearing vote 4 15 2l 
Dismissed After Vote 
pre-hearing vote 2 6 - 
post-hearing vote 3 20 28 
TOTAL i] 60 49 


Includes applicant - intervener applications in which both 
applicant and intervener apply for a new unit and either 
applicant or intervener is certified. 


TABLE VI 


REPRESENTATION VOTES IN TERMINATION APPLICATIONS DISPOSED 


OF BY THE BOARD 
Number of Votes 
duly let 4monthe of fiscal yer. 
r61 Ol1-02 O-O1 


Respondent Union Successful ~ 
Respondent Union Unsuccessful - 


ee 
Ls 


TOTAL = 


In termination proceedings where a vote is taken, the applicant 
is a group of employees, or the employer; the incumbent union 
is thus the respondent. 
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